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SENATE 
TUESDAY, APRIL 11, 1950 

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March 
29, 1950) 

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian, 
on the expiration of the recess. 

The Chaplain, i:1ev. Frederick Bro:vn 
Harris, D. D., offered the followmg 
prayer: 

Eternal Spirit, hope of the souls that 
seek Thee, strength of the souls that find 
Thee, grant unto these chosen servants 
of the Commonwealth, pushed and 
pressed by grave questions and vexing 
problems, the refreshment and renewal 
which shall make them adequate to serve 
the present age. Make them conscious 
of eternal verities that outlast the stri
dent noises of any day. 

We cannot adequately face such a 
world so full of violent and dark deeds 
and make our humble contribution to the 
healing of its tangled, tragic state unless 
we keep untarnisl).ed our faith in Thy 
power to make even the wrath of men 
praise Thee, and in Thy ultimate pur
pose for mankind. Give to us peace in 
our time, O God. To our stricken gener
ation may there come peace with honor, 
with human dignity vindicated and so
cial justice the panoply of all the na
tions. In the Redeemer's name. Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

On request of Mr. LucAs, and by unan
imous consent, the reading of the Jour
nal of Monday, April 10, 1950, was dis
pensed with. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages in writing from the President 
of the United States submitting nomi
nations were communicated to the Sen
ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

On request of Mr. LucAs, and by unan
imous consent, Mr. LONG was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate today and-the remainder of the 
week. 

On his own request, and by unani
mous consent, Mr. TOBEY was excused 
from attendance on the sessions of the 
Senate from the close of business today 
until April 22. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. · 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
Secretary will call the roll. 

The roll was called, and the following 
Senators ~nswered to their names: 
Aiken Gurney 
Bent on Hayden 
Brewster Hendrickson 
Bricker Hickenlooper 
Bridges Hill 
Butler Hoey 
Byrd Holland 
Cain Ives 
Capeh art Jenner 
Chapman Johnson, Colo. 
Chavez Johnson, Tex. 
Connally Kefauver 
Cordon Kem 
Darby Kerr 
Donnell Kilgore 
Douglas Knowland 
Dworshak Lan ger 
Ecton Leahy 
Ferguson Lehman 
Frear Lodge 
Fulbright Lucas 
George McCarran 
Gillett e McCarthy 
Graham McClellan 
Green McFarland 

McKellar 
McMahon 
Magnuson 
Malone 
Maybank 
Morse 
Neely 
O'Conor 
O'Mahoney 
Robertson 
Russell 
Saltonstall 
Schoeppel 
Stennis 
Taft 
Thomas, Okla. 
Thomas, Utah 
Tobey 
Tydings 
Watkins 
Wherry 
Wiley 
Williams 
Withers 

Mr. LUCAS. I announce that the Sen
ator from New Mexico [Mr. ANDERSON], 
the Senator from Minnesota . [Mr. 
HUMPHREY], and the Senator from Loui
siana [Mr. LONG] are absent by leave of 

Secretary of the Navy, reporting, pur
suant to law, that the city of San Fran
cisco had requested the loan of the bell 
of the U. S. S. San Francisco pending the 
activation of that ship, at present in the 
Philadelphia group, Atlantic Reserve 
Fleet, which was ref erred to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

MEMORIALS 

Memorials were presented and re
f erred as indicated: 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 
The memorial of Earle T. Hawkins, and 

sundry other members of the faculty of the 
State Teachers College, of Towson, Md., 
remonstrating against the enactment of sec
tion 106 of the bill (H. R. 6000) to extend 
and improve the Federal ·old-age and sur
vivors insurance system, to amend the pub
lic assistance and child welfare provi,sions 

~ of the Social Security Act, and for other pur
poses; to the Committee on Finance. 

Resolutions adopted by the Rotary Club 
of Federalsburg, the Talbot County Women's 
Ciub, the Baltimore County Medical Asso
ciation, the Lutheran Club of Baltimore, the 
Sons of the Revolution in the State of Mary
land, and the Nurses Alumni Association 
of University Hospital, of Baltimore, all in 
the State of Maryland, protesting against the 
enactment of legislation providing compul
sory h ealth insurance; to the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare. 

the Senate. · · PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR ADVERTISING
PETITION The Senator from California [Mr. 

DOWNEY] is absent because of illness. 
The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. 

EASTLAND], the Senator from Louisi;ma 
[Mr. ELLENDER], the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. HUNT], the Senator from 
South Carolina [Mr. JOHNSTON], the 
Senator from Montana [Mr. MURRAY], 
the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MYERS], the Senator from Florida . [Mr. 
PEPPER] and the Senator from Alabama. 
[Mr. S;ARKMAN] are absent on public 
business. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAYLOR] 
is necessarily absent. · ' 

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that 
the Senator from Vermont [Mr. FLAN
DERS], the Senator from Colorado [Mr. 
MILLIKIN] the Senator from New Jersey 
[Mr. SMIT~], the Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. THYE], and the Senator from 
North Dakota [Mr. YOUNG] are absent by 
leave of the Senate. 

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. 
MARTIN] is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Maine [Mrs. SMITH] 
and the Senator f.Fom Michigan [Mr. 
VANDENBERG] are necessarily absent. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. A quo
rum is present. 

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators be per
mitted to introduce bills and joint reso
lutions, present petitions and memorials, 
and submit routine matters for the 
RECORD, without debate and without 
speeches. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. · 
PROPOSED LOAN OF BELL BY NAVY DE· 

PARTMENT TO CITY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
- CALIF. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid be
f'ore the Senate a letter from the Acting 

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I pre
sent for appropriate reference, and ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD a petition signed by Darion T. 
Woods and 35 other citizens of Gibson 
County, Ind., praying for the enactment 
of Senate bill 1847, to prohibit the trans
portation of alcoholic-beverage adver
tising in interstate commerce. 

There being no objection, the petition 
was referred to the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, and or
dered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: · 

THE OWENSVILLE METHODIST CHURCH, 
Owensville, Ind., January 13, 1950. 

To Hon. WILLIAM E. JENNER, 
Senator from Indiana: 

We, the undersigned, legal voters of Gib
son County, Ind., respectfully urge -you to 
support Senate bill 1847, known as the 
Langer bill, to prohibit the transportation 
1n interstate commerce of alcoholic-bever
age advertising and to stop its broadcasting 
over the air. We feel that you can render 
no more important service to your country 
and to your constituents. 

We further request that this petition be 
inserted in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD. 

MARITIME COMMISSION DELINQUENT AC
COUNTS-iNTERIM REPORT OF COM
MITTEE ON EXPENDITURES IN EXECU
TIVE DEPARTMENTS (S. DOC. NO. 153) 

Mr. HOEY. Mr. President, from the 
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex
ecutive Departments, I submit, pursuant 
to Senate Resolution 52, Eighty-first 
Congress, an interim report, which rep
resents the hearings by the subcommit
tee on investigations in connection with 
the Maritime Commission delinquent 
accounts. 

I shall not summarize the report, but 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
as a Senate document, and also that 'it 

· be printed in the body of the RECORD. 
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I believe Senators will find it inf orma
tive and worthy of perusal. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The 
report will be received, and, without ob
.1ection, printed as a Senate document 
and printed in the RECORD, as requested 
by the Senator from North Carolina. 
The Chair hears no objection. 

The report is as follows: 
INTRODUCTION 

During the war years the United States 
Maritime Commission and the War Shipping 
Administration were charged with the job of 
constructing, equipping, and administering 
the operation of vessels for the coastal and 
foreign shipment of urgently needed sup
plies. These agencies had almost exclusive 
control over our entire maritime-shipping 
program. In carrying out this responsibility 
on a global scale these agencies expended 
several billions of dollars in what was pri
marily a business operation as distinguished 
from the ordinary administrative function 
of the Government. It is true that in the 
wartime operation of our merchant marine, 
performance was paramount and cost sec
ondary. The subcommittee is fully cogni
zant of the fact that it was the primary 
object of these agencies to have sufficient 
vessels to get supplies where they were 
needed, when they were needed. Notwith
standing this prima~y objective and the 
exigencies of warfare, it was not expected 
that in fulfilling this task there would be 
disregard of ordinary business procedures in 
the h andling of public funds. 

The subcommittee realizes that under the 
pressure of war there may have been ade
quate reasons for either the Maritime Com
mission or the War Shipping Administration 
to have become delinquent in the handling 
of fiscal affairs in connection with the con
struction and operation of our merchant 
fleet. However, upon the termination of 
hostilities, it was the responsibility of these 
asancies to correct such delinquencies 
p romptly. Any other course of action was 
hound to have resulted in unnecessary finan
cial loss to the Government. 

While conducting an investigation into 
other matters concerning the Maritime Com
mission the subcommittee learned that the 
Commission had an unprocessed backlog of 
thousands of accounting documents which 
included accounts receivable amounting to 
more than $25,000,000. These accounts rep
resented moneys due the Commission from 
private firms and other Government agen
cies for wartime services or supplies fur
nished ·by the Maritime Commission and the 
War Shipping Administration. 

As soon as the existence of this backlog 
was discovered the subcommittee initiated 
an inquiry into the matter. The subcom
mittee, in undertaking this investigation, 
was primarily interested in the immediate 
collection of these delinquent accounts and 
the prevention of similar occurrences in the 
future. Public hearings in this case · were 
held by the subcommittee in March 1949 and 
since that time the subcommittee has been 
following the progress and efforts of the 
Maritime Commission to bring the delin
quent accounts up to date. Very recently 
the Commission completed the major i:;art 
of this tasl{ and. submitted its report to the 
subcommittee. 

ORIGIN OF THE DELINQUENT ACCOUNTS 

During the war period the Maritime Com- · 
mission and the War Shipping Administra
tion furnished supplies and services to assist 
private firms, other Government depart
ments, and foreign allied nations in connec
tion with the war shipping program. In car
rying out these various activities it was con
templated that the Maritime Commission 
and the War Shipping Administration 
would, in the ordinary course of business, 
seek reimbursement from their various 

debtors both public and private. This was 
done by setting up accounts receivable in 
the Maritime Commission and the War Ship
ping Administration. In many instances 
invoices were made up and bills were sent 
out to the various debtors both during and 
after the war. However, during the war the 
accounting responsibilities of the Maritime 
Commission and the War Shipping Adminis
tration grevr so rapidly that these ag-encies 
were not able to keep the work on a current 
basis. As a result of this situation, the ac
counting baclclog began to build up as early 
as 1942. It appears that tha backlog of un
processed accounts receivable was gradual 
and cumulative, beginning in 1942, and con
tinuing until July 1947, when work on this 
unprocessed backlog was suspended. 

On September 1, 1946, the functions of the 
War Shipping Administration, including the 
accounts receivable of that agency, were 
transferred to the Maritime Commission. 
From that date the Maritime Commission 
became solely responsible for the collection 
of the delinquent accounts receivable of 
both agencies. At the end of June 1947, be
cau se of reduction of personnel, the Mari
t ime Commission decided to discontinua its 
efforts to collect these old and unprocessed 
accounts receivable which were pending as 
of July 1947. It was determined at that time 
by officials of the Commission that the ef
forts of the Commission would be devoted to 
the collection of accounts receivable which 
had been processed and to the collection of 
current accounts. 

DISCOVERY OF DELINQUENT ACCOUNTS 

Mr. T. H. ReJ.vis, former Chief of the Bu
re::rn of Accounts at the Maritime Commis
sion, who appea:·ed before th~ subcommittee 
in cor.nection with another inquiry involving 
the Commission, stated that there was a 
bJ.cklog of the accounts receivable at the 
Commission amounting to some twenty-five 
to fifty million dollars. This was the first 
knowledge that the subcommittee had of this 
large backlog. At that time Mr. Reavis in
formed the subcommittee that these ac
counts receivable had been filed away in 
19-17 and no work had been done on them 
since then. 

The subcommittee promptly initiated an 
investigation of this delinquent backlog. It 
was fo~nd that thrse accounts fell into three 
main categories, namely, ( 1) amounts due 
from private firms or individuals; (2) 
amounts due from other United States Gov
ernment agencies, and (3) amounts due from 
foreign governments. The accounts involv
ing private debtor3 included moneys due for 
such items as bunker oil, cleaning com
pounds, the equipping and repair of ships, 
freight charges, and so forth. Other Gov
ernment agency accounts included amounts 
due for various maritime equipment and 
services furnished by either the Maritime 
Commission or the War Shipping Adminis
tration for which these other agencies were 
primarily responsible. The foreign govern
ment accounts included amounts due on 
such items as ship repairs and the carriage 
of foreign mail. 

The subcommittee was astonished to learn 
that some of these uncollected accounts 
dated back to 1942. It was obvious that the 
longer these accounts remained delinquent 
the less chance there was of collecting the 
full amounts due and owing the Government. 
While some of these accounts involved old 
and established firms from which collection 
would not be difficult, it is quite possible that 
others represented accounts receivable from 
the type of temporary war firms which would 
make collection difficult, if not impossible, 
after the lapse of several years time. 

DESTRUCTION OF RECORDS 

There was testimony before the subcom
mittee that an undetermined number of 
these accounts-receivable records were de
stroyed or otherwise lost by disgruntled or 

careless employees of the Maritime Commis
sion in the summer and· fall of 1946, when 
there had been large reductions in the 
accounting and auditing force of the Com
mission. It was alleged that as a result 
of these reductions in force the morale and 
efficiency of the employees involved was at 
a very low ebb. At that time it was reported 
to Kenneth E. Harris, an accounting super
visor in the Commission, as well as to others, 
that some of these employees who were about 
to be terminated were throwing away or 
otherwise destroying or mishandling official 
records of the Commission. On one occa
sion, in September 1946, Mr. Harris received 
a specific complaint that certain employees 
were throwing official documents in waste
baskets because these employees resented 
being laid off from their jobs. On that 
occasion Mr. Harris personally found a small 
number of official dor.uments which had been 
thrown in a wastebasket and other employees 
reported similar unauthorized disposal of 
records. 

A year later on July l, 1947, there was a 
further sudden reduction in the auditing 
force at the Maritime Commission. At that 

. time official records, including records of ac
counts receivable, were reported to have been 
left in office desks by terminated employees. 
In the confusion resulting from these per
sonnel cut-backs, desks with official records 
in the drawers were allegedly moved oµt of 
the Commission and turned over for disposal 
as surplus property. 

Notwithstanding the reports of this gross 
mishandling of records, no steps were taken 
by the Maritime Commission at that time to 
ascertain the extent of the losses or to ini
tiate an inquiry for the purpose of determin
ing the persons responsible for this matter. 
Subsequent to the subcommittee's public 
hearings and following the disclosure of the 
loss of official documents the Maritime Com
mission initiated a complete investigat ion of 
the matter. The Commission investigation 
failed to disclose any confirmation of this 
destruction other than the facts already pre
sented to this subcommittee. The extent of 
the destruction of these records and the per
sons responsible for this destruction were 
not ascertainable. However, officials of the 
Maritime Commission have informed the 
subcommittee that Commission auditors 
have been able to replace the missing records 
by careful cross checking and by obtaining 
duplicate records from other sources. 

REASON FOR THE ACCOUNTING BACKLOG 

In order that prompt action could be taken 
to collect the amounts due and owing the 
Maritime Commission OI). these delinquent 
receivables and for the purpose of prevent
ing similar occurrences in the future the 
subcommittee attempted to determine, if 
possible, the reason why these accounts were 
allowed to remain delinquent over such a 
long period of time. It is apparent that no 
well-managed Government agency or private 
business firm would fail to bill and invoice 
promptly accounts receivable amounting to 
millions of dollars. The prompt and effective 
handling of accounts receivable is one of the 
most elemental functions of any business, 
large or small. It is unlikely that a reason
ably prudent businessman would allow his 
accounts receivable, which represent moneys 
due and owing to him, to become badly de
linquent. However, if such a situation 
should inadvertently arise, it ls inconceiv
able that a businessman with any sem
blance of good business judgment would stop 
all work on his delinquent accounts. 

The existence of this tremendous backlog 
of delinquent accounts was well known to 
responsible officials of the Maritime Com
mission over a long period of time. For over 
2 years prior to the subcommittee's public 
hearings in this case, the Comptroller Gen
eral, the Budget Bureau, and the House Ap
propriations Committee had been critical of 
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the deplorable condition of the accounting 
systems at the Maritime Commission. The 
Comptroller General, in his report on the 
auditing of the Maritime Commission for the 
fiscal years 1946 and 1947 stated: 

"The survey disclosed that the books and 
records were in a more deplorable condition 
than that which prevailed in the prior years' 
audit, when little if any reliance could be 
placed on the internal records due to laxity 
in accounting methods and inaccuracies in 
accounting results." 

Vice Adm. William w. Smith, who was 
Chairman of the Commission at the time of 
this subcommittee's public hearings, stated 
in his testimony before the subcommittee 
that the lack of funds and the resulting cut
back of personnel since the end of the war 
was the reason why the accounts receivable 
were allowed to remain delinquent. The 
position of Admiral Smith is clearly set forth 
in the following public testimony before the 
subcommittee: 

"Senator McCARTHY. Admiral, do I get 
from this statement that you feel all of your 
difficulties are caused because of lack of 
funds, that if we appropriated more money 
you could get along all right? 

"In other words if we gave you enough 
additional funds you would get along all 
right? 

"Admiral SMITH. I do." 
Other officials of the Maritime Commission 

were also of the. opinion that this backlog of 
accounts receivable was a direct result of the 
shortage of personnel in the agency. The 
subcommittee is fully aware that there have 
been large personnel cut-backs in the Mari
time Commission since the end of the war. 

In 1947 and 1948 Mr. Edward A. Kracke, 
an eminent certified public accountant, made 
a survey of auditing procedures at the Mari
time Commission in his capacity as a con
sultant for the House Appropriations Sub
committee. At that time he found that 
there was no work being done on the ac
counts receivable backlog because of an al
leged shortage of auditing personnel in the 
Commission. However, it was his opinion 
based on his survey that the Commission 
was using considerable manpower in con
ducting entirely unnecessary audits. Mr. 
Kracke concluded that auditing personnel of 
the Commission could readily be relieved 
from the unnecessary auditing jobs they 
were then engaged in and could be put to 
work on the necessary and important task of 
clearing up the accounts receivable backlog. 

RESULTS OF SUBCOMMITTEE'S INVESTIGATION 
After the subcommittee investigation in 

this case had been in progress for several 
weeks and following the public hearings, the 
Mari time Commission organized the Ac
counting Backlog Branch on March 25, 1949. 
It was the function of this new branch to 
process all the delinquent accounts receiv
able as soon as possible. About 40 regular 
employees of the Division of Accounts in the 
Maritime Commission were temporarily 
transferred to the new branch for this special 
task. This action on the part of the Mari
time Commission, which should and could 
have been done long before, was the first 
constructive action t alrnn with regard to the 
delinquent accounts since the records were 
filed away in July 1947. At the time the 
Accounting Backlog Branch was organized, 
it was estimated that it would require about 
10 months to process the delinquent ac
counts. 

The subcommittee followed the work of 
this Branch and was kept informed of the 
progress of the backlog project by obtaining 
periodic reports from the Maritime Commis
sion. On December 10, 1949, after a large 
part of the work o~~ the backlog _had been 

completed the Accounting Backlog Branch 
was disbanded. The backlog remaining to 
be disposed of was then integrated with the 
regular work of the Division of Accounts. 
On February 24, 1950, the subcommittee was 
furnished with a complete report of the re
sults of the work of the Accounting Backlog 
Branch. This report 1 indicates that the size 
of the delinquent accounts receivable was 
larger, than originally anticipated. The re
port shows that the b~cklog was finally esti
mated at $39,198,850.47. In addition the re
port shows the following: 
Total amount billed ________ $27, 072, 749. 18 
Balance to be processed____ 12, 1~6. 101. 29 

Of the total amount billed by the Ac
counting Bacltlog Branch, the Maritime 
Commission has already collected $6,380,-
497.48. In addition waiver agreements in
volving these delinquent accounts in the 
amount of $10,010,981.99, were entered into 
between the Maritime Commission and other 
Government departments. 

As a direct result of this subcommittee's 
investigation the Maritime· Commission has 
now effected collections of over $6,25o,OOO. 
This was done without the appropriation of 
additional funds to the Maritime Commis
sion. Furthermore, . when we consider the 
fact that these delinquent bills were sent out 
at this time instead of at some future time 
when collection would still be more difficult 
it is quite obvious that the inquiry by the 
subcommittee has resulted in a substantial 
saving of public ft;nds. 

FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS 
1. The accounts receivable of the War 

Shipping Administration and Maritime Com
mission, which represented amounts due 
from· public and private debtors, began to 
become delinquent, along with other ac
counting work in those agencies, as early as 
1942. In September 1946 the functions of 
the War Shipping Administration were 
transferred to the Maritime Commission and 
that agency then became responsible for the 
accounts receivable of both agencies. In 
July 1947 when the delinquent accounts 
amounted to over $39,000,000, all work was 

l This report is set forth in full as exhibit I. 

stopped on the delinquent-accounts project 
and the records were filed away by the Mari
time Commission. 

2. The decision of the Maritime Commis
sion in July 1947 to stop work on these de
linquent unprocessed accounts receivable and 
its determination to place these records in 
inactive files showed a lack of sound business 
judgment which should not be tolerated in 
any Government agency. There is no rea
son .why Government departments in the 
handling of their affairs should not meet the 
same high standards of business efficiency 
that are demanded in any well-run private 
enterprise. 

The inept handling o'f this backlog by the 
Commission has undoubtedly resulted in 
some actual monetary loss to the Govern
ment, the exact amount of which is not now 
ascertainable. 

3. The subcommittee does not agree with 
the contention of the Maritime Commission 
that postwar personnel cut-backs necessi
tated the discontinuance of this important 
accounts-receivable project in 1947. Had 
the Commission properly utili:z!ed its auditing 
manpower, even after the postwar personnel 
cut-backs, the task of clearing up the ac
counts-receivable backlog could have been 
accomplished long ago without the need for 
additional appropriations or extra person
nel. ·This conclusion is borne out by the fact 
that after the initiation of the subcommit
tee's present investigation the Maritime 
Commission processed much of the backlog 
without hiring additional personnel and with 
no apparent neglect of other auditing func
tions within the Commission. 

4. Shortly after the initiation of the sub
committee's investigation in this case the 
Commission organized a special accounting 
group to process the delinquent accounts re
ceivable. Substantial progress has now been 
made on this project and the Commission 
has already collected over $6,250,000 due from 
private and public debtors and, in addition, 
has made adjustments of over $10,000,000. 
The remaining delinquent accounts have now 
been integrated with the regular accounting 
work of the Commission and it is anticipated 
that the entire backlog will be cleared up as 
soon as practicable. 

ExHIBIT I 
FEBRUARY 24, 1950. 

U.S. MARITIME COMMISSION PROGRESS REPORT-ACCOUNTING BACKLOG BRANCH 

Accounts receivable review, covering period from Mar. 25, 1949, to Jan. 31, 1950 

Estimated receivables due U. S. Maritime Commission: 
Miscellaneous debtors----------------------------------------------------------- $21, 618, 'tl2. 30 
Other Government agencies ____________ ·---------------------------·------·------ 17, 580, 578.17 

Total (see schedule 1)----- - -------------------------------------------------~-
Amounts invoiced through Jan . 31, 1950: 

Mis~~\~~ce::g~sd:~~~f;cc=:::::::::::::::::::::: ---$396;467.-53 --------------
Other Government agencies _______________ :_____ ·---------- --- -------------· 

Collections effected_------------------------ 1, 663, 535. 39 
Total. ___ ____ __________________ ------ ____ _ 

Waiver agreements! ______ ________________ _ _ 
Invoices recorded on current accounts receivable 

affecting backlog program: 
M iscellaneous debtors ____ ------------------
RFC settlement ____________ --------- __ ._ ---

TotaL _________ ---- ________ ---- -- ---- -- ---

Total collections effected _________________ _ 

15, 618. 25 
4, 304, 936, 31 

$2, 059, 942. 92 

4, 320, 554. 56 

6, 380, 497. 48 

Total amount billed______________________ -------------- -------------· 
Estimated amount remaining to be invoiced and/or accounting adjustments: 

Miscellaneous debtors _________________ --- _________ ---- _______________ ---- -----_ 
Other Government agencies-----------------------------------------------------

9, 872, 819. 56 

7, 188, 947. 63 

10, 010, 981. 99 

11, 745, 452. 74 
380, 648. 55 

$39, 198, 850. 47 

'tl, 072, 749. 18 

Total (see schedule II)----------------------------------------·--------_.---·· 12, 126, 101. 29 
Number of persons employed at end of period: 2 detailed, 
Number of documents screened: 479,221,, 

1 Waiver agreement withholdings in accordance with the Comptroller General's decision of June 7., 1949 (B-86714). 
(See schedule III.) 

Prepared by Property and Cost Accounts Branch, Division of Accounts, -Bureau of F ;nance, Feb. 16, 1950. -
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SCHEDULE I 

Estimated receivables due U. S. Maritime 
Commission 

(1) Miscellaneous debtors ____ - - ------ ---- $2, 430, 573. 49 
The accounts with the miscellaneous 

debtors have all been billed with the 
possible exception of a few items which 
may require correspondence and may, 
or may not, result in a receivable. 

(2) Lend-leaso, British vessels (repairs)___ 3, 937, 245. 33 
All bills in connection with lend-lease 

British repairs have been processed with 
the possible exception of adjustments. 
Incidentally, we a re holding some bills 
in a pro forma status which were con
sidered border-line cases involving in
surance items which were covered by 
sample billing to determine the reaction 
of the British Ministry of Transport. 

;3) Amrrican Bureau of Shipping fees_ --- 1, 000, 590. 33 
Bills in connection with American 

Bureau of Shipping foes have been 
completed. There remains, however, 
the correspondence in connection with 
these items, as well as the preparation 
of statements for presentation to the 
Bureau of Law and/or the Division of 
Claims for disputed items for final 
settlement, and also the necessary ad
justments to the billings, which has 
been carried over into the current 
Accounts Receivable Branch. 

(4) Coast Guard subchapter 0 items______ 250, 000. 00 
This program will require considerable 

investigation and analysis before bills 
can be issued to the purchasers of vessels 
covering the installation of life-saving 
equipment under the provisions of sub
cbapter 0, Coast Guard R equirements. 
The second disputes addenda provided 
for the settlement of these items based 
upon an estimated amount of $3,000 per 
vessel to cover this equipment. Prior to 
the inception of the Accounting Backlog 
Branch, a number of purchasers were 
billed at the afore-mentioned figure, but 
very few, if any, of these accounts were 
paid. Under the date of Nov. 14, 1949, 
we submitted to the-Bureau of Engineer
ing a statement of vessels sold, requesting 
information as to whether or not life
saving equipment required by sub· 
chapter O was placed on board the ves
sels by the Commission prior to the 
delivery to the purchasers. The Bureau 
of Engineering, on Nov. 22, 1949, replied 
to our memorandum, forwarding certain 
information with reference to this mat
ter, and it will be necessary that this 
information be followed up to a conclu
sion; and this program has been trans
ferred to current operations. 

(5) S.S. Maunawili case (Matson Naviga-
tion Co.>------------------------------- 600, 000. 00 

Invoice and supporting statement 
have been prepared in connection with 
the S. S. Maunawili case in the amount 
of$407,593.23. This invoice has been sub
mitted to the Division of Claims, which 
is now engaged in handling the settle
ment direct with the Matson Navigation 
Co. It will be noted that the amount of 
this invoice does not entirely clear the 
estimate of $600,000 set up to cover this 
transaction, and it is felt that this bal· 
ance should be carried. as an indication 
of a pending settlement, arid adjustment 
will be made at that time to record the 
final settlement figure. No further work 
is necessary in connection with this par· 
ticular transaction, with the passible 
exception of preparing final statement 
when the settlement ha:> been com
pleted. 

(6) Post Office, foreign mail __ ------------ 11, 000, 000. 00 
This program will be transferred to the 

current operations and the work will con
sist primarily of following up our general 
agents for the submission of voyage mail 
reports, known as Form 4522, to cover 
voyage mail revenue. These reports, 
when received, will be noted on our 
records and resubmitted to the Post 
Office Department for collection from the 
foreign governments involved. To date, 
the Post Office Department bas reported 
the following mail revenue statements 
rendered to the foreign countries in· 
volved in the stated amounts: 

Dominican Republic_______ $40. 51 
Ireland _____________ ________ 17, 504. 97 
Kenya Colony_------------- 329. 30 
The Netherlands (including 

Netherlands Westlndies)_ 1, 143. 68 
TahitL-------------------- 891. 08 
Trinidad_------------------ 221. 88 
Egypt---------------------- 9, 610. 26 

29, 741. 68 
No cash transfers have been made to the 
M <iritime Commission by the, Post 
Oflice Department as of Jan. 31, Hl50. 

(7) Italian Government, sale of 4 tankers_ $250, ooo."oo covering the cost of repairs chargeable to 
the purchasers of the tankers under the 
sales agreemen t. We h!lve been in
formed that several of the sales are now 
in the process of negotiation and final 
settlement should be made shortly. 
'f'his program in its entirety will be 
transferred to current operations. 

The Italian technical delegation, act
ing under the authority of the Italian 
Government, arranged for th,e SRle of 4 
tankers and , accordingly, depd;!ited with 
the Maritime Commission the sum of 
$234,022 to cover repairs chargeable to 
them under the provisions of the sales 
contract. A statement of repairs was 
prepared and submitted to the Division 
of M aintenance and Repair for review, 
and likewise a copy of this statement 
w:is furnished the representstives of the 
Italhn technical delegation. In dis
cu~sing this matter with the representa
t ives of this dcleg'3.tion, they agreed that 
approximately $200,000 of the items 
shown in this ~tatement were acceptable 
to them and suggestr.d that we hold in 
reserve the $31,022 to cover disputed 
item>. Accordingly, a bill was pre
pared in the amount of $250,000 to record 
this transaction on ibe books and a credit 
memorandum in the amount of $200,orJO 
was prepared to provide for the transfer 
or cash from "Special Deposits." 'I'his 
left an open balance in our "Backlog 
Accounts Receivable" account of $50,000 
for the purposes of identification . It has 
now been decided by the Chief of the 
current Accounts Receivable Branr,h to 
cancel these entries and to await the 
final settlement, and this has been done. 
However, for the purposes of reporting 
and backlog ope.rations, we are still 
continuing to show the amount of 
$250,000 as billed against the Italian 
Government with an offsetting credit of 
$200,000 covering the transfer of cash, as 
cash has already been received in the 
amount of $234,022 as previously referred 
to. This wns done as means of identifi
cat ion so that the item in question will 
not be lost sight of and will be adjusted 
when final settlement is made in ac
cordance with the details of that settle· 
ment. This project has been transferred 

(9) London transferable account__________ $20, 087. 84 
All billings in connection with this 

program have been issued and other than 
correspondence in connection with this 
program, no fur ther activity is required. 

(9-a) -S. S. Satiirnia ___ __ -------- ---------- 1, 829, 775. 31 
A statement has been prepared, cover· 

ing the repai rs made to the S. S. Saturnia, 
which was surrendered to the United 
Nations under the terms or the Cunning· 
ham agreement and allocated by the 
United Nations to the United States 
under the control of the War Shipping 
Administrutor, who, in turn, allocated 
this vessel to the American Export Lines 
under time charter agreement. Accord
ingly, a letter has been prepared by the 
Office of the Chief of the Interdepart
mental Liaison for the signature of the 
vice chairman, add ressed to the. Secre· 
tary of State, submitted this statement 
and outlining pertinent details with ref
erence to this case. We have prepared 
formal billing in this case in order that 
this account be recorded on the books of 
the Maritime Commission in the amount 
of $1,829,775.31, and this amount will be 
taken into consideration by the Depart
ment of State when settlement is made 
with the Italian Government. 

21, 618, 272. 30 
(10) Other Government agencies __ . ______ 17, 580, 578. 17 

to nurrent operations. . 
(8) R epairs, tankers___________ __________ _ 300, 000. 00 

The M aintenance and Repair Di vision 
has' been furnished with statements 

The work in connection with billings 
to other Government agencies has been 
completed with the exception of our 
recording some isolated items in connec· 
tion with the waiver agreements that 
may be developed as a result of con:e
spandence now pending. Therefore, 
there is no activity to be transferred to 
current operations. 

39, 198, 850. 47 

.Reconciliation o/ estimated and actual receivables reported for Dec. 16, 1949, with the Jan. 
31, 19SO, progr~ss report 

Details 

Progress report for Dec. 16, 1949:· 
Miscellaneous debtors ____ -------~---------------------------- $18, 920, 500. 00 
Other Government agencies----------------------------------- 19, 300, 000. 00 

38, 220, 500. 00 

December 1949 and January 1950 adjustments: 
Item 1. Miscellaneous debtors: 

Reported Dec. 16, 1949------------------------------- 2, 500, 000. 00 
Actual Jan. 31, 1950--------------------------------- 2, 430, 573. 49 

Decrease __________ --- ______________________ ·-----_ ______ __ . ______ _ 

Item 2. Lend-lease: 
Actual Jan. 31, 1950· -------------------------------- 3, 937, 245. 33 
Reported Dec. 16, 1949 __ ---------------------------- 3, 800, 000. 00 

Increase _________ -------------------------·-------- _______________ _ 

Item 3. American Bureau of Shipping: Actual Jan. 31, 1950 ______ _ :_________________________ 1, 000, 590. 33 

R eported. Dec. 16, 1949------------------------------ 200, 000. 00 

Increase ____ -------------------------------------- __ --- ---- _ --- ---

Item 9. London transferable account: 
Reported Dec. 16, 1949-----------------------------
Actual Jan. 31, 1950_ --------------------------------

20, 500. 00 
20, 087. 84 

Decnase _____ ------- ------------------------------ _____ ___ ____ . __ . 

Item 9-a. The Italian Government S. S, Saturnia: 
Reported Dec. 16, 1949------------------------------ o 
Actual Jan. 31, 1950------------------------·-------- 1, 82il, 775. 31 

Miscellaneous Other Govern-
debtors ment agencies 

$18, 920, 500. 00 
$19, 300, 000. 00 

69, 426. 51 

137, 245. 33 

EOO, 590. 33 

412. 16 

Increase---------------------------------·-------- -------------·-- 1, 829, 775. 31 

Item 10. Other Government agencies: 
Reported Dec. 16, 1949·----------------------------- 19, 300, 000. 00 
Estimated and actual, Jan. 31, 1950_________________ 17, 580, 578. 17 

Decrease------------------------------------------ ---------------- ---------------- 1, 719, 421. 83 

21, 618, 272. 30 17, 580, 578. 17 

REOAPITULATION 

~~~~1~~;~~~~!~~0::encfo-s~~~=::::::::::: :::::::: ::::::::::::: ::::: ::::::::::::: :: :::: ::: $i~: ~~g: ~~~: r~ 
39, 193, 850. 47 
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Details of amounts remaining to be invoiced 

Balance as at January 1950 Balance 
Dec. 31, 1949 invoices Jan, 31, 1950 

Item 2. Lend-lease, British vessels, repairs_______________________ $70, 000. 00 $66, 954. 03 $3, 045. 97 
Item 4. Coast Guard, subchapter 0 items·----------------------- 250, 000. 00 ---------------- 250, 000. 00 
Item 5. S. S. Maunawili case, Matson Navigation Co____________ 192, 406. 77 ---------------- 192, 406. 77 
Item 6. Post Office, foreign-mail revenue------------------------- 11, 000, 000. 00 ---------------- 11, 000, 000. 00 
Item 8. Repairs, tankers----------------------------------------- BOO, 000. 00 ---------------- 300, 000. 00 

1-~~~~-1-~~~~~1~~~~~ 

Item 10. oib~~aa~!=i0~;eiicies:: :::::::::::::::::::::::::::. :::::::::::::::: :::::::::::::::: 11, 745, 452. 74 
380,648. 55 

Total ___ -- _______ --- ------ ---- --- ----- --- --- -- --------- ------- ------ --- ----- ------ ----- 12, 126, 101. 29 

Prepared by Property and Cost Accounts Branch. Division of .Accounts, Bureau of Finance, Feb. 20, 1950. 

SCHEDULE III.-Balance of unbilled accounts in World War II, and for other purposes; to 
receivable with other Government agen- the Committee on Armed Services. 
cies which have been analyzed, coming By Mr. IVES (for himself and Mr. 
within the waiver arrangements, approved LEHMAN) : 
by the Comptroller General in his decision S. 3393. A bill to authorize the conveyance 
of June 7, 1949 (B-86714) - of a portion of the Onited States military 

Amount reservation at Fort Schuyler, N. Y., to the 
Department of Agriculture 1 __ $7, 904. 02 State of New York for use as a maritime 
Department of the Army 1 ___ _ l, 162, 140. 99 school, and for other purposes; to the Com-
Department of Commerce ___ _ 247. 01 mittee on Armed Services. 

306. 93 (Mr. DOUGLAS introduced Senate bill 
8, 597, 790. 06 3394, to provide for granting to postal and 

Department of the Interior ---
Department of the Navy 1 ___ _ 

1, 337. 44 other employees of the Government annual 
4, 160. 40 leave at the rate of 20 days per year and 

Department of State ________ _ 
Federal Public Housing _____ _ 
Federal Security Agency ____ _ 28. 69 sick leave at the rate of 12 .days per year, 
Federal Trade Commission __ _ 763. 06 which was referred to the Committee on Post 
Federal Works Agency ______ _ 
Interstate Commerce Commis-

162. 40 Office and Civil Service and appears under a 
separate heading.) 

33. 30 (Mr. DOUGLAS also introduced Senate sion ---------------------- . Marine Corps _______________ _ 

Office of Scientific Research 
and Development ________ _ 

1 22, 926. 61 bill 3395, to provide for granting to postal 
and other employees of the Government an-

7, 302. 20 nual leave at a rate based upon the length 
939. 42 of service of such employees and sick leave Panama. CanaL ____________ _ 

Department of the Treasury, 
Custom Surveyor _________ _ 

Department of the Treasury-
U. S. Coast Guard 1 _________ _ 

Veterans' Administration ___ _ 
Veterans' Housing Office of the 

Administration Project En-

16,464.03 
68,278.38 

695.68 
2,130.54 

at the rate of 12 days per year, which was 
referred to the Committee on Post Office and 
Civil Service and appears under a separate 
heading.) 

By Mr. CHAPMAN: 

, gineer --------------------
. War Assets Administration __ _ 

S. 3396. A bill authorizing the Secretary of 
the Army to convey to the State of Kentucky 

12, 311. 89 title to certain lands situated in Hardin and 
5, 040. 69 Jefferson Counties, Ky.; to the Committee on 

War Production Board ______ _ 18· 25 Armed Services. 
Total _________________ 10,010,981,99 

1 Waiver agreements executed. 

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED 

The Secretary of the Senate reported 
that on today, April 11, 1950, he pre
sented to the President of the United 
States the fallowing enrolled bills: 

S. 44. An act for the relief of Arthur 0. 
Fisher; 

S. 46. An act for the relief of Primitivo 
Urcelay-Ruiz; and 

S. 1305. An act for the relief of Theodore 
Constant~n Trancu and his wife. 

BILLS INTRODUCED 

Bills were introduced, read the first 
time and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and ref erred as follows: 

By Mr. TYDINGS: 
S. 3390. A bill to authorize the Secretaries 

of the Army, the Navy, and the Air Force, 
with the approval of the· Secretary of De
fense, to cause to be published official reg
isters for their respective services; 

S. 3391. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of Defense, the Secretary of the Army, the 
Secretary of the Navy, and the Secretary of 
the Air F..orce to reproduce and to sell copies 
of official records of their respective depart
ments; and 

S. 3392. A bill to amend the act of August 
1, 1947, providing appropriate lapel buttons 
for widows, parents, and next of kin of mem
bers of the armed forces who lost their lives 
in the armed services of the United States 

By Mr. MORSE: 
s. 3397. A bill for the relief of Shigeko 

Sudo and her son, Daniel Keller; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

ANNUAL AND SICK LEAVE OF CERTAIN 
FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, I in
troduce for appropriate reference two 
bills to reduce and equalize annual and 
sick leave of certain Federal employees, 
and I ask unanimous consent that an ex
planatory statement of the bills prepared 
by me be printed in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro· .tempore. The 
bills will be received and appropriately 
referred, and, without objection, the ex
planatory statement presented by the 
Senator from Illinois will be printed in 
the RECORD. The Chair hears no objec
tion. 

The bills introduced by Mr. DOUGLAS 
were each read twice by their titles and 
referred to the Committee on Post Office 
and Civil Service, as fallows: 

S. 3394. A bill to provide for granting to 
postal and other employees of the Govern
ment annual leave at the rate of 20 days per 
year and sick leave at the rate of 12 days 
per year; and 

S. 3395. A bill to provide for granting to 
postal and other employees of the Govern
ment annual leave at a rate based upon the 
length of service of such employees and sick 
leave at the rate of 12 days per year. 

The explanatory statement presented 
by Mr. DOUGLAS is as follows: 
EXPLANATORY STATEMENT BY SENATOR DOUGLAS 

My proposals are alternative methods of 
reducing and equalizing Federal employees' 
leave provisions and would save $100,000,000 
or $150,000,000 annually, depending on which 
measure is adopted. Both would end present 
leave discriminations against postal em
ployees. My arguments and supporting data 
for such a move are in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD of March 9, pages 3100-3108. 

The first bill is exactly the same as my 
amendment to the deficiency appropriations 
bill. It would reduce classified and wage 
board employees' vacation from 26 to 20 work
ing days per year and sick leave from 15 to 
12 days. This, with weekends, would still al
low a month's vacation, which is very liberal 
in comparison with that given by private em
ployers. Meanwhile, it would raise the postal 
workers' vacation leave from 15 to 20 days 
and sick leave from 10 to 12 days. This pro
posal would save $100,000,000 per year. 

The second bill would also equalize sick 
leave at 12 days, but vacation allowances 
would be determined by length of service. 
Those with less than 3 years' service would 
get 10 days, or 2 weeks. ythen an employee 
has worked for 3 years, he would get 15 days, 
and after 10 years, vacation would be in
creased to 20 days. 

Such provisions as those in the second bill 
would still be better than vacations given by 
virtually all private employers. It would save 
nearly $190,000,000 a year, but short service 
employees would not have the opportunity to 
accumulate enough leave to serve as a cush
ion in case of a reduction in force. There
fore, were we to adopt this bill, we should 
tie in with it a provision for severance pay. 
I ·am presently studying this problem of 
severance pay, but I believe it would cost 
about $40,000,000, leaving a net saving of 
$150,000,000 per year if the second bill is 
enacted into law. 

These bills provide two methods of han
dling the leave problem. It is my hope that 
the Senate Committee on Post Office and Civil 
Service will hold hearings and study this 
matter in detail and report whichever one 
seems to offer the best solution. 

CONSTRUCTION AND REPAIR OF CERTAIN 
PUBLIC WORKS-AMENDMENT 

Mr. KNOWLAND submitted an 
amendment intended to be proposed by 
him to the bill (H. R. 5472) authorizing 
the construction, repair, and preserva
tion of certain public works on rivers 
and harbors for navigation, :flood con
trol, and for other purposes, which was 
ordered to lie on the table and to be 
printed. 
UNIFORM SYSTEM OF BANKRUPTCY-NO

TICE OF HEARING ON H. R. 3111 

Mr. GRAHAM. Mr. President, on be
half of the Committee on the Judiciary, 
I desire to give notice that public hear
ing has been scheduled for Thursday, 
April 20, 1950, at 10 a. m., in room 424, 
Senate Office Building, on H. R. 3111, 
to amend an act entitled "An act to es
tablish a uniform system of b&nkruptcy 
throughout the United States," approved 
July 1, 1898, and acts amendatory there
of and supplementary thereto; and to 
repeal subdivision b of section 64, sub
division h of section 70, and section 118 
thereof and all acts ·and parts of acts 
inconsistent therewith. At the indi
cated time and place all persons inter
ested in this legislation may make such 
representatives as may be pertinent. 
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The subcommittee consists of the Sena
tor from North Carolina [Mr. GRAHAM], 
chairman, the Senator from Tennessee 
[Mr. KEFAUVER], the Senator from Ken
tucky [Mr. WITHERS], the Senator from 
Wisconsin [Mr. WILEY], and the Senator 
from Missouri [Mr. DONNELL]. 
THE FERGUSON-MUNDT-NIXON BILL

ADDRESS BY SENATOR LANGER 

[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to 
have print ed in the RECORD a radio address 
by him entitled "Why the Ferguson-Mundt
Nixon Proposal Should Be Defeated By the 
Congress," delivered by him on April .10, 1950, 
which appears in the ~ppendix. ] 

ECA'S NEW STRATEGY FOR A UNITED 
EUROPE-ARTICLE BY PAUL G. HOFF
MAN 
[Mr. BENTON asked and obtained leave 

to have printed in the RECORD an article en
titled "ECA's New Strategy for a United Eu
rope," written by Paul G. Hoffman, Economic 
Cooperation Administrator, and published 
in This Week magazine of April 2, 1950, which 
appears in the Appendix.] 

SUPPORT FOR THE ECONOMIC COOPERA
TION ADMINISTRATION-LETTER FROM 
BERNARD WEITZER 
[Mr. BENTON asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD a letter support
ing ECA, written by Bernard Weitzer, and 
published in a recent issue of the New York 
Times, which appears in the Appendix.] · 

A FREE PRESS AS FIRST LINE OF DE-
FENSE-ADDRESS BY MARTHA ROUN
TREE 
[Mr. MALONE asked and obtained leave to 

have printed in the RECORD an address en
titled "Our First Line of Defense: A Free 
Press," delivered. by Martha Rountree at the 
twentieth annual joint luncheon of the Al
liance of Business and Professional Women 
of Chicago and Chicago As~ociation of Com
merce a,nd Industry, held in Chicago on 
March 15, 1950, which appears in the Ap
pendix.] 

CULTURAL EXCHANGE PROMOTES INTER
AMERICAN FRIENDSHIP-ADDRESS BY 
ELLEN COLLINS 

[Mr. TYDINGS asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an address on 
the subject, Cultural Interchange Promotes 
Inter-American Friendship, delivered by 
Ellen Collins, associate editor of World Af
fairs, at St. Johns University, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

DISPLACED PERSONS LEGISLATION
EDITORIAL COMMENT 

[Mr. TYDINGS asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD editorials re
garding displaced persons legislation from 
the Baltimore Evening Sun of April 6, 1950, 
and from the New York · Times of April 7, 
1950, which appear in the Appendix.] 

JOHN CROWN'S LEGACY-TRIBUTE BY 
HOWARD A. RUSK, M. D. 

[Mr. TYDINGS asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a tribute en
titled "John Crown's Legacy," written by 
Howard A. Rusk, M. D., which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

INFORMATIONAL MEDIA GUARANTIES 
PROGRAM OF THE ECONOMIC COOPER
ATION ADMINISTRATION 

[Mr. CAIN asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD informatio~ re
garding informational media guaranties is
sued by the Economic Cooperation Adminis• 
tration, which appears in the Appendix.] 

CONGRESSIONAL INVESTIGATIONS-AR
TICLES BY LINDSAY ROGERS 

[Ml'. IVES asked and obtained leave to 
h ave printed in the RECORD two installments 
of a series of three articles entitled "When 
Congress Fumbles for Facts," written by 
Lindsay P.ogers, and published in the New 
York Herald Tribune on March 29 and 30, 
1950, which appear in the Appendix.] 

THE AMERICAN MERCHANT MARINE
ARTICLE BY HELEN DELICH 

[Mr. O'CONOR asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD the second of 
a series of articles on the American mer
chant marine, written by Miss Helen Delich, 
and published in the Baltimore Sun of April 
11, 1950, which appears in the Appendix.] 

SHADOW OF THE CENSOR-EDITORIAL 
FROM THE WASHINGTON POST 

[Mr. BRIDGES asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial -
entitled "Shadow of the Censor," relating to 
radio broadcasting, published in the Wash
ington Post of April 11, 1950, which appears 
in the Appendix.] 

JIM FARLEY'S PHILOSOPHY-EDITORIAL 
FROM THE DAVENPORT (IOWA) DEMO-
CRAT . 

[Mr. GILLETTE asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD an editorial 
entitled "Jim Farley's Philosophy," pub
lished in the Davenport (Iowa) Democrat 
of March 5, 1950, which appears in the Ap
pendix.] 

BRAND NAMES DAY, 1950-ADDRESSES BY 
SENATOR WILEY AND LOUIS B. MAYER 

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD addresses deliv-
ered by him and by Mr. Louis B. Mayer at a 
Brand Names Foundation luncheon on April 
5, 1950, which appear in the Appendix.] 

NATIONAL CANCER DRIVE-ADDRESSES 
BY SENATOR MAGNUSON AND AWARD 
TO WALTER WINCHELL 

[Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained 
leave to have printed in the RECORD two ad
dresses delivered by him in connection with 
the National Cancer Drive, which appears in 
the Appendix.] 

RADIO PROGRAM FOR DEMOCRACY 

[Mr. MAGNUSON asked and obtained leave 
to have printed in the RECORD a broadcast 
over the American Forum of the Air on Feb
ruary 22, 1950, which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

POLICIES OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
AGRICULTURE-LETTER FROM HARRY 
BOLING 

[Mr. JENNER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter regarding 
certain policies of the Department of Agri
culture, addressed to him by Harry Boling, of 
Seymour, Ind., which appears in the 
Appendix.] 

THE NATIONAL HYMN 

[Mr. JENNER asked and obtained leave to 
have printed in the RECORD a letter addressed 
to him by several young people of Indian
apolis regarding the change of the name of· 
the national hymn, which . appears in the 
Appendix.] 

CONDITIONS IN EUROPE-REPORT BY 
J. L. SNYDER 

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, there 
reached me recently a letter, dated 
March 30, 1950, from Mr. J. L. Snyder, 
of Holden, Mo. The letter sets forth, 
interestingly and instructively, condi-

tions which its writer found from a re
cent agricultural tour of several coun
tries of TI:urope lncluding France, Italy, 
Switzerland, Belgium, Irelaml, Holland, 
England, and western Germany. The 
purpose of Mr. Snyder's trip was to study 
European agriculture and trade relations 
and learn the facts about the Marshall 
plan money. His communication is well 
worth reading. I ask unanimous con
sent that, at the conclusion of my re
marks, there be set forth in full the con
tents of the letter. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

HOLDEN, Mo., March 30, 1950. 
Hon. FORREST c. DONNELL, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR MR. DONNELL: Having returned a few 

days ago from the KCMO agricultural tour of 
several countries of Europe including France, 
Italy, Switzerland, Belgium, Ireland, Holland, 
England, and western Germany, I feel some 
of our flndings _might be of interest to you. 

The purpose of the trip was to study Euro
pean agriculture, trade relations and learn 
the facts about the. Marshall plan money. 

I paid my own expenses and therefore I 
am free to express my own opinions. 

We were greatly surprised to find Europe, 
as a whole, in better condition than we have 
been led to think. We had the privilege of 
talking with. agriculturalists, agricultural 
attaches, the ECA officials, agricultural econ
omists and representatives and members of 
farm organizations in every country we vis
ited. We also talked with persons traveling'· 
in coaches and ·busses with us, and some of 
their stories amazed us. 

We learned that several countries are ex
porting wheat and dairy products, ·France 
and Italy in particular. Both of these coun
tries are still worshipping their past history 
and old buildings. They do not understand 
the· American idea of looking ahead. They 
feel. that we were unfair to them in destroy
ing their buildings. England will fight for 
all they can get even though they have had 
more than they should have had. It was a 
very great disappointment to us to find that 
the people of the middle or lower classes 
knew absolutely nothing about the generous 
gifts of our money. We discussed this freely 
with our representatives of the ECA, and they 
admitted their failure along this line. 
Those we had hoped would be friendly be
cause of our ·financial aid were antagonistic. 
They claimed that it had been a detriment 
to them. After the Marshall mo:iey came 
they paid. more for commodities than before. 
In France, the wealthy became wealthier and 

· the poor became poorer. Belgium and Hol
land are exporting dairy products, and, like 
the other countries, have become our com
petitors on the world market. Our money 
is being used to buy products the European 
countries need from everywhere except the 
United States. The agricultural attache in 
London told us that the price of wheat, ac
cording to the International Wheat Agree
ment, was set on the ceiling and not on the . 
floor. So it is possible to buy wheat cheaper 
in Canada, Australia, and every place but the 
United States. 

It is the opinion of the group that the 
United States has priced itself out of world 
markets, largely, I think, because of the 
labor conditions here. Farm labor in Italy 
costs 15 to 18 cents per hour. In Germany, 
a family makes about $10 per week. In Bel
gium, wages are about 20 percent higher 
than in surrounding countries, but 13 per
cent of the people are unemployed. In 
France, a man is paid about $2 a day for farm 
work. In Ger~any and in England the gov-
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ernment &ets the wages. Those in England 
are $13 per week. Commodities a1e about the 
same price in Europe as in the United States. 

The group, all midwestern farmers or stock
men, feels that the Marshall money should 
be stopped altogether by 1952, and that it 
should be drastically cut at once to all coun
tries except Germany. I have been quoted 
in the Kansas City Star as saying that I favor 
an educational program to educate the 
peoples of Europe as to the Marshall plan. 
I do think that such a program should have 
been had long ago. Now I think it is too 
late. The only country needing such a pro
gram and needing aid is Germany, and they 
do not understand our town-hall method 
of discussing and learning. They are waiting 
for a leader, and America has no way of 
leading. our soldiers were free to tell us 
that our one American division is in a very 

· precarious position against about 25 Rus
sian divisions. 

We have been led to think that with finan
cial aid we have been selling democracy and 
helping to keep communism down. In this 

·we have definitely beeri "taken for a ride" as . 
the gangsters would say. If the leaders of the 
countries and the men who administer the 
aid are the only people in that country who 
know where the money comes from, how 
can it help promote democracy? That is 
the situation. The countries that have been 
interested in getting on their feet, like Hol
land and Belgium, do not want more help. 
Their spirit was like a tonic to us. 
· This letter could be almost endless as I 
think of more and more things which we 
learned that would be very distasteful to the 
American taxpayer. So .I will add a sum
mary which I will try to make brief. 

Germany is a problem, and our boys there 
need something done. I am not able to offer 
a suggestion, for the damage was done a 
long time ago, as we all know. 

It is my opinion that in the case of war 
with Russia, we cannot count on France or 
Italy as it is now. But if we build a national 
defense excelled by no other country on 
earth, they will know that by joining us they 
will be on the winning side. Our only hope 
is to build a nation unexcelled both eco
nomically and militarily, for we can't buy 
allies with money. They think of us as a 
careless Nation knowing only waste both in 
money and soil. And the sad thing about 
it is that they are exactly right. In Belgium, 
two people to each acre of land are better 
off than they average two people in Missouri. 
But in Belgium, they are for Belgium, and 
in America we have let our people be sold 
on the idea of being so strong that we should 
be for every other country first. 

The only praise for the United States any
where in Europe, where we traveled, was not 
for our money, but it was in the countries 
where the American soldiers liberated them; 
though in France they seem to think they 
should have been liberated without the loss 
of any of their old buildings and statues. 
In Belgium and Holland, they spoke almost 
reverently about the work of the under
ground and the coming of the American 
boys. Tliis made us all proud, but it made 

· me realize that it is my obligation in the 
only way I know to appeal to you, our Sen
ators and Representatives, to keep our money 
at home and to build a Nation so strong both 
economically and militarily that no power 
on earth will dare attack us. Then no 
American boy will have to lie in the ceme
teries over there because we have thought of 
Europe first. 

Yours very truly, 
J. L. SNYDER. 

NATHAN W. ROBERTSON-RESOLUTIONS 
OF STANDING COMMITTEE OF COR· 
RESPONDENTS 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 

the body of the RECORD a resolution 
adopted by the Standing Committee of 
Correspondents expressing their sorrow 
at the untimely death of Nathan- W. 
Robertson, a newspaper man who had 
covered the Senate and the House of 
Representatives for a number of years. 

Mr. Robertson had won the confidence 
and admiration of his fellow correspond
ents, and he was known to many Mem
bers of Congress as a man who held the 
highest standards of journalistic ethics. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Whereas in the utltimely death of Nathan 
W. Robertson, of the Labor Press Association, 
the Press Galleries of Congress have lost a 
distinguished member; and 

Whereas Nathan W. Robertson, as a mem
ber of the Press Galleries was outstanding 
in all the qualities which bring highest rec
ognition in the field of journalism; and 

Whereas his fine spirit of friendship, his 
uniform courtesy, his devotion to truth, and 
his scrupulous adherence to the ethics of 
his profession, together with his rare ability 
as a newspaperman combined to make him 
affectionately known among journalists and 
public men: Therefore be it 

Resolved, That the Standing Committee of 
Correspondents, in behalf of the members 
of the Press Galleries express to the family 
of Nathan W. Robertson their sorrow at the 
passing of a prominent coworker, and that 
this resolution be communicated to his 
family. 

STANDING COMMI'ITEE OF CORRESPONDENTS, 
WILLIAM F . .ARBOGAST, Chairman. 

DISPLACED PERSON&-LETTER FROM IN
TERNATIONAL REFUGEE ORGANIZA· 

- TION 

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent to have printed 
in the body of the Record a letter from 
the International Refugee Organization, 
United States zone headquarters, Bad 
Kissengen, Office of Public Information, 
relating to a matter of censorship. I 
brought the matter before the Commit.: 
tee on Appropriations yesterday, and re
quested information from the State De
partment regarding it. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

INTERNATIONAL REFUGEE 
ORGANIZATION, 

UNITED STATES ZONE HEADQUARTERS, 
OFFICE OF PUBLIC INFORMATION, 
Bad Kissingen, January 6, 1950. 

To all editors and publishers DP newspapers 
and magazines: 

This office has received the followin.::; in
struction from the Chief of the Office of 
Public Information, International Refugee 
Organization headquarters, Geneva: 

This memorandum will confirm my de
cisions expressed in our telephone conversa
tions in November and today that newspapers 
(and magazines) published under IRO spon
sorship by displaced persons must not be 
permitted to publish attacks on member 
states of the United Nations. 

Will you please inform all editors of DP 
newspapers (and magazines) that any further 
publication of news or political comments of 
a nature which will embarrass IRO in its 
relations with the United Nations will result 
in revocation of the offending newspaper's 
l'::ense to publish and withdrawal of IRO 
support from the paper, services from ~he 
individual offenders. 

ROBERT C. DOTY, 
Chief, Office of Public Information. 

IRO HEADQUARTERS, Geneva. 
The instructions quoted above will be 

fully enforced by this office. 
CHARLES T. REUNER, 

Chief, Office of Public Information. 

. DELIVERED PRICE SYSTEMS AND FREIGHT 
ABSORPTION PRACTICES 

Mr. KEFAUVER. Mr. President, in
asmuch as the conference report on 
Senate bill 1008 will soon be considered 
by the Senate, I have asked the heads 
of the Federal Trade Commission for 
their opinion of the conference report 
which will be submitted. I have a 
memorandum signed by the heads of all 
the departments of the Commission ex
pressing continued opposition to the con
ference report. I ask unanimous consent 
to have the memorandum printed in the 
body of the RECORD, together with a sepa
rate opinion by the general counsel of the 
Federal Trade Commission, Mr. W. T. 
Kelley. 

There being no objection, the matters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
Memorandum for Commissioners Carson and 

Mead: 
Pursuant to your request, tlie undersigned 

·are submitting to you herewith a brief state
ment of our views on S. 1008 as it is pres
ently pending in the United States Senate 
.for consideration. The undersigned have 
all been intimately connected with the work 
of the Commission in antimonopoly and 
price-discrimination cases and in appraising 
the economic effects of the practices which 
are dealt with in S. 1008. 

It is our understanding that the purpose 
of S. 1008 was to clarify the law with respect 
to freight absorption and delivered prices. 
It is obvious to us that the bill in its present 
form does not accomplish this pm:pose. On 
the contrary, it confuses these matters far 
beyond any confusion which has existed. 
If the bill is enacted, it will give rise to a 
long period of litigation and uncertainty, 
both as to public and private rights and 
duties, and we earnestly believe that it will 
operate to seriously handicap the antimo
nopoly work of the Commission. 

We are unanimous in our view that the 
bill is both unnecessary and undesirable and 
that it can only prove destructive of the anti
trust laws. 

Respectfully submitted. 
W. T. Kelley, General Counsel; James W. 

Cassedy, Associate General Counsel; 
Robert B. Dawkins, Associate General 
Counsel; Joseph S. Wright, Chief, Di
vision of Compliance; Richard P. 
Whiteley, Director, Bureau of Litiga
tion; Everette Macintyre, Chief, Di
vision of Antimonopoly Trials; Lynn 
C. Paulson, Assistant Chief Trial Coun
sel; Corwin D. Edwards, Director, Bu
reau of Industrial Economics; John M. 
Blair, Chief, Division of Economics; 
Joseph E. Sheehy, Associate Director, 
Bureau of Legal Investigation. 

APRIL 7, 1950. 

Memorandum for Commissioners Carson and 
Mead: 

I agree with the views expressed in the 
memorandum and have signed same. 

I am opposed to S. 1008. First: In my 
opinion it is not an unfair method of com
petition in violation of the Federal Trade 
Commission Act or conduct in violation of 
the Sherman Act for an individual seller not 
occupying a preponderant or monopolistic 
position in the industry with power to con-

' trol the market acting on his own and in
dependently to sell its products on a deliv
ered price policy or to absorb freight. To 
the best of my knowledge the Commission 



5022· CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE APRIL 11 
has never held such a practice to be unlaw
ful and I know of no -case in which the 
Government challenged such conduct as un
lawful. In such case, if there be a restraint 
of trade or of competition it may or may not, 
<::epending on the facts, constitute a viola
tion of the Robinson-Patman Act . .. Btit in ' 
no such case is there danger of control of the 
markets; the fixing of prices or dread ·of 
enhancement of prices, and consequ'ently the· 
only statute applicable is the Robinson-Pat
man Act which forbids price discriminations 
which are violative of said act. 

There is nothing inherently unlawful in 
selling on a delivered-price policy or absorb
ing 'freight. Of course, there · may be a re
straint of trade-a sal~ of goods to a buyer 
restrains trade pro tanto to that extent but 
it ~s a lawful restraint. Collusion or agre~ 
ment between competitors to -sell on a fixed 
policy or to absorb freight, however, may, 
depending upon the facts, have an inherent 

· capacity to work injury to competition and 
against the public interest. But this is not 
the case .of a seller acting independently and 
electing its own policy. · 

Second: In my judgment the Robinson. 
Patman Act should not be amended, and it is 
my opinion· that it needs no clarification. 
If the Supreme Court in the Standard Oil of 
Indiana case sustains the construction of 
the statute placed upon it by the Federal 
Trade Commission, no congressional change 
in the statute should, in my opinion, be 
made. If. the . Supreme Court in said· case 
should hold that meeting competition in 
good fai t h · is a defense to price discrimina .. 
tion irrespective of injurious effect on com
petition, then I would .feel that there would 
be a situation which would deserve the seri
ous consideration of the Congress. 

In view of the above and for those rea
sons I have signed this memorandum. 

Respectfully submitted. 

APRIL 7, 1950. 

W: T. KELLEY, 
General Counsel. 

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA 

BEFORE FEDERAL TRADE COMMISSION 

At a regular session of the Federal Trade 
Commission, held at its office in the city of 
Washington, D. C., on the 7th day of July 
A. D. 1949. 

Commissioners: Lowell B.. Mason, Acting 
Chairman; Garland S. Ferguson, Ewin L. 

· Davis, William A. Ayres. 
In the matter of Rigid Steel Conduit 

Association et al. 
(Docket No. 4452) 

Order Denying Motion To Reopen and Modify 
This matter comes before the Commission 

on motion by certain respondents to reopen 
the proceeding and modify the order to cease 
and desist entered on June 6, 1944, by strik
ing paragraph V thereof and substituting 
certain language set forth in the motion. 

The purpose of the requested modification 
is said to be to make clear that the order 
does not prohibit any of the respondents, 
actin g ' independently, from quoting or 
selling at delivered price.s or from absorbing 
freigh t . Th e Commission does not consider 
that t h e order in its present form prohibits 
the independent practice of freight absorp
tion or selling at delivered prices by indi
vidual sellers. What the questioned portion 
of t h e order does prohibit is the continuance 
of t he basing-point, delivered-price system, 
foun d to h ave been the subject of conspiracy, 
or any variat ion thereof which might be ac
com plished t h rou gh the practices specified 
in subparagraph (a ), (b), (c), or (d) when 
don e, as stated in t he order, "for t h e pu rpose 
or wit h the effect of systematically matching 
delivered -price quotations." 

Taking t he m at ters pleaded in the motion 
and memorandu m in support thereof as true 
only for present purposes, no change of fact 
or of law appears and there is no showing 

that the public interest requires reopening 
and modification of the order. In the ab
sence of an adequate showing of such change 
of law or fact. or the requirements of the 
public interest ·the motion is denied. 

By the Commission: . 
D. C. DANIEL, 

Secretary. 
·concurring opinion by Commissioner 

Mason attached. 

PETER MICHAEL EL-HIN! 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, on be
half of the senior Senator from Minne
sota [Mr. THYEJ and in his absence-he 
is now in .his home State-I ask unani
mous consent, if I may do. so at this time, 
for the present consideration of House 
bill 6656, for the relief of Peter Michael 
El-Hini. The bill provides merely for 
the relief of an infant son of parents who 
are now in Europe. _The infant son is, 
I believe 2 years old. His name is Peter 
Michael El-Hini. The stepfather, John 
A. Psau, is a citizen of the United States, 
a:r:id an employee of th~ Governm_ent. 
His · parents wish to · come back to the 
United States, but because there is ho 
quota number available for him they will 
have to leave for many years-the infant 
son in ·the country in which they now 
are. The bill passed the House and 
came to the Senate. The Senate Com
mittee on the Judiciary has reported it 
unanimously and it is now on the Senate 
Calendar. I ask unanimous consent for 
tbe _present consideratfon of the bill. 
Will the Senator from New Mexico [Mr. 
CHAVEZ] agree that the bill may be taken 
µp now? H there is any objection, I will 
immediately withdraw the request. 

The PRESIDENT . pro tempore. The 
bill will be stated by title for the infor
mation of the Senate. 

The LEGIS·LATIVE CLERK .. A bill (H. R. 
6656) for the relief of Peter Michael 
El-Hini. 

The PRESIPENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection to the request of the Sen
ator from Nebraska for immediate con
sideration of the bill? 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I should 
like to accommodate the Senator from 
Nebraska, and I have told him I would. 

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I Uke to keep my prom

ises, as I generally do. And I would on 
this occasion if the circumstances were 
sue}). that I ~ould with dignity but if I 
say "Yes" to the Senator from Ne
braska--

Mr. WHERRY. Ah--
Mr. CHAVEZ. Just one moment, Mr. 

President. But here comes the Senator 
from Massachusetts, who has just as 
much right to ask unanimous consent as 
any other Senator. I understand the 
Senator from Georgia wishes to make a 
r equest for consideration of a matter. 
I do not like to play favorites. 

Mr. WHERRY. Very well. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I like to be fair to all. 

Mr . President, I object. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Ob

jection is heard. 
FLOOD CONTROL AND RIVERS AND 

HARBQR:S 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill <H. R. 5472) authorizing the 
construction, repair, and preservation 
of certain public works on rivers and 

harbors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other pmposes. 

The PRES1DENT pro tempore. The 
quest-ion is on the amendment offered on 
behalf cf the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs by the Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] on page 45, after 
line 14, to insert new sections 205 and 
206. 

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the senior 
Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. MYERS] 
is necessarily absent from the Senate 
floor this afternoon. He is greatly in
terested in the omnibus flood-control bill 
and had intended to deliver a short 
statement on the Pennsylvania projects 
included in the bill. -I ask unanimous 
consent to have printed in· the, body of 
the RECORD the statement prepared by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania respect
ing the proJects in. question .. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed .in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

Mr. MYERS. Mr. rresident, I du not in
tend to take much of the Senate's time ln 
discussing the measure now before us. I say_ 
this-not because I feel the omnibus .flood
control bill is unimportant-but only be-

. cause the measure concerns so many States 
and so many localities we simply do not have 
time here on the Senate floor to give ·each 
project the discussion time it deserves. 

But I simply cannot let this opportunity 
pass without telling the Senate, even · if 
only briefly, about the projects in . this bill 
Which most directly affect the people o! 
Pennsylvania. I say this knowing full well 
that all these projects .affect in some way
a11d benefit-the lives of Pennsylvanians. 

The Bradford flood-control project-in
volving an authorization of $6,467,000_.:is, in 
my opinion, the "hard-luck" project of Penn
sylvania; Need for some sort of flood-con
trol measures in this community had .existed 
for many years, and_ in 1947 as a resvlt of 
a resolution I introduced, a survey was made 
by the EngineE'lrs of flood damages in Brad~ 
ford and vicinity. Just as the Engineers 
were about to make their preliminary report 
on it, a new flood, swept down' Main Street of 
Bradford to a depth of 6 feet, spreading over 
650 acres of the business and residential sec
tions of the town. And in 1948, another.flood 
hit Bradford. These floods were responsible 
for a delay by the Er.gineers-which delay 
was needed to provide time to resurvey the 
damage in order to have all the relevant data 
on the need for this project~ When the re• 
port was ·finally submitted, it was too 'late 
for routine clearance by the Budget Bureau 
and therefore missed being included in the 
last omnibus bill. 

Surely though, these two floods-in this 
important crude-oil production area-fur
nishes the best kind of proof that Congress 
must act now to authorize this project. 
· Another project in Pennsylvania which 
merits discussion is the $6,000,000 Dyberry 
Reservoir for the Lackawaxen River. Actu
ally, this is companion to the Prompton · 
Reservoir, authorized by Congress in 1948. 
The Senate that year cut off the Dyberry 
project, even though it had already been au
thorized by the House. 

Let me say that if the people in the Dy
berry area are to have adequate protection 
from flood dam ages, we in Congress must 
authorize both reservoirs-the original plan. 
If I had not been convinced of the need for 
these reservoir s, I never would have intro
duced the resolution in the Senate which re
sulted in studies being undert aken by the 
engineers. If the Engineers h ad not been 
convinced both reservoirs were needed, they 
never would h ave recommended the dual 
construction. And if the Sen ate Public 
Works Committee back in 1948 had consid-
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ered the Dyl;>erry Reser-voir unneeded, it 
should have never described the -project as 
a good one. -

Also included in this omnibus bill are pro
visions for work on the Monongahela River, 
ir West Virginia. The amount involved in 
this authorization is $29,238,000. Though 
this project is not actually in my State, the 
fact -remains that the Monongahela is one of 
the key links in that so-important steel
producing area of which Pittsburgh is the 
heart. 

I could go into a great deal more detail on 
all of these projects-damage caused by pre
vious floods, loss in lives and incomes, the 
long delays in getting the projects under 
way-but I hope I have succeeded in these 
few remarks in indicating the clear present 
need for these projects. 

Mr. MAGNUSON obtained the fioor. 
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield to me to make - a brief 
statement? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I rise to 
speak very briefly -for the pending Co
lumbia Basin amendment offered by the 
senior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. 
O'MAHONEY], on behalf of the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. I am 
informed that I am one of a very few 
eastern Senators who haive had the priv
ilege of serving on the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. I have felt a
great satisfaction in . taking a deep in
terest and an active part in the work of 
that committee urider the brilliant lead
ership of the senior Senator from Wyo
ming [Mr. O'MAHONEY]. 

I became a member of the Interior 
Committee with. some knowledge of the 

, .problems of water power, since my own 
State· is deeply concerned with the de
velopment of water power on the St. Law
rence and the Niagara· Rivers. Perhaps 

·some of my colleagues ma-y know that I 
have been interested in and concerned 
with the development of public power 
and the preservation of the great natural 
resources of power for the benefit of the 
public for many, many years. I ·know 
comparatively little; however, of the 
problems involved in irrigation and rec
lamation projects. 

I have attended almost all the meet
ings of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. We have had 20 or 25 
meetings on the Columbia Basin amend
·ment alone. I have come to two conclu
sions respecting it. One is that the de
velopment of the reclamation and irri
gation projects provided for in this 
amendment will be of great benefit not 
only to the States involved, the States 
making up the Columbia Basin, but also 
to the Nation as a whole. I feel strongly, 
as I have always felt, that the prosperity 
and development of one section of the 
country inevitably inures to the benefit 
and the prosperity of our entire Nation. 

I have learned a second thing from the 
hearings, that there is no possibility of 
carrying on an extended reclamation 
and irrigation program except through 
the use of some of the revenues of power 
projects, either in the form of direct in
come or in the form of the interest com
ponent. 

The cost of these projects is so great 
that it could not possibly be met by the 
settlers alone, unless we place on them 
an unbearable burden, running over a 
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period of many years into the future. 
It is inevitable and essential that in the 
devel<>pment of the· reclamation and irri
gation projects w:':lich are so greatly 
needed in the West, some of the revenues· 
from the sale of ,power be used to make 
up the difference between what can be 
paid by the settlers and the total cost. · 

So, Mr. President, I feel most strongly 
that the future development of irriga
tion and reclamation in the West, the 
Northwest, and the Southwest not only is 
in the interest of the States involved, the 
States included in the basin, but is in the 
interest of the entire Nation. 

Not only will I vote· for this amend
ment, but I earnestly urge all my col
leagu_es in the Senate to do likewise. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr; President, first 
I wish to express my appreciation to the 
distinguished junior Senator from New 
York [Mr. LEHMAN] for his very fine 
attitude in the national interest in re
spect to the development of our great 
country and its natural resources. He 
has approached this entire problem with
out-any sectional interest or any narrow 
sectional view whatever, and I greatly 
appreciate what he has said. 
· As the junior Senator from New- York 
has said, we are speaking today in re
spect to the development of and in the 
interest of five great States in the Pacific 
Northwest. This matter involves a river 
basin which probably has greater poten
tialities of power, irrigation, and recla
mation development than does any other 
river basin in the world. The Columbia 
River flows through or drains those. five 
States; and I think I am. safe in saying 
that it is the backbone of the potential 
economy and the future of the great 
Pacific Northwest. 

Already, Mr. Presidel).t, the develop
ments along that river have received a 
great deal of help from the Federal Gov
ernment, and already there exists in that 
area the greatest pool of cheap hydro
electric power in the world. Power is 
now being produced in some quantity by 
the dams which have been built, and is 
being sold to the consumers at a min
imum rate of $17.50 a kilowatt hour a 
year-the cheapest power rate in the 
world.· 

I may say in passing that if Congress 
would look with similar favor upon other 
river basins and would .manifest toward . 
them an interest similar to that which 
the junior Senator from New York has 
evidenced in respect to the development 
of this great basin, power rates to Amer
ican consumers throughout the United 
States could be lowered considerably. 
Such a development has also occurred in 
the great valley which is so ably rep
resented here by the distinguished Presi
dent pro tempore, the senior Senator 
from Tennessee [Mr. McKELLAR], who 
now is presiding over the Senate. Sim
ilar developments can occur in the South
west, in the Arkansas Basin, and in the 
Northeast, where power rates today are 
the highest in the Nation because the 
great hydroelectric potentialities which 
exist there are not being developed. 

We in the Pacific Northwest have been 
somewhat fortunate, and I am sure we are 
grateful for the action taken by various 
Congresses, beginning in 1934. We great
ly appreciate the help they have given 

us to develop· the great Columbia River 
and its potentialities. 
· Mr. President, despite the fact that we 
have this great power pool and this cheap 
power, and despite the fact that we have 
developed in .excess of 3,000,000 kilowatt
hours of electricity a year from the great 
Bonneville pool, which now is composed 
not only of power from Bonneville. 
Grand Coulee, and the other dams, but 
alse of the po-..ver from the.dams operated 
by private utilities, we find ourselves still 
somewhat underdeveloped in respect to 
the production o;f electric energy. In 
fact, paradoxically, w.e find ourselves 
short .of power; and in the past 2 or 3 

-years we have had occasion .to have some 
minor brown-outs during the winter sea
son because we are short of power. 

The shortage has been caused by sev
eral factors. In the first place, there has 
been a great increase in the use of elec
tric energy in the Pacific Northwest; in 
the second place, becaiuse of the avail
ability of cheap power, the light-metals 

.industry began to build plants in that 
area. Electrolysis plays a large part in 
the production of light metals, parti-c-
ularly aluminum and magnesium. The 
light metals industry.consumes almost 40 
percent of the great power pool. The 
Government also built in that area the 
great Hanford atomic energy plant, 
which has tied up another portion of 
the power pool. It does not use all of it; 

. but no commercial contracts or commit
ments may be made by the Bonneville 
Administrator for a certain portion of 
the pool which may be needed at the 
atomic energy plant. 

Moreover, Mr. President, we have con
ducted a great social experiment in the 
development of this cheap electric power. 
We have learned-and this principle 
runs true to form, and I am sure it 
applies equally to the Tennessee Valley
that the cheaper electricity is made 
available to consumers, the more elec
tricity is used; the cheaper the power 
rates, the more the consumers, including 
housewives and farmers, ·use electric 
power. So our domestic consumption of 
electric power has almost doubled in the 
past 10 years. 

Mr. -President, I may say with some 
pride that because the Columbia River 
has been developed the State of Wash
ington-and Oregon is right on our 
heels-is today in the position of having 
94 percent of its farms electrified; only 
6 percent of the farms in my State do 
not now have electricity. In fact, I think 
the figure as of the present moment is 
even higher, because I understand that 
in the case of some farms, although elec
tricity is available, the farmers say they 
do not want it. · Therefore, I think I am 
safe in saying that 98 percent of all 'the 
farms in that great State have cheap 
electric power available to them. We 
are grateful for this situation and devel
opment. In most parts of that great 
river valley, today the housewife has 
electric power available for her use. She 
can use electricity for practically every
thing, and can do so for a very modest 
sum, because the rate is the cheapest 

.,in the world. If the Congress continues 
to take toward the various river basins 
the same attitude which has so ably been 
expressed today by the junior Senator , 
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from New York-in the national interest, 
not from a sectional viewpoint-I say 
that cheap electric power can be de
livered to practically every home in the 
United States. · 

I can remember that yea.rs ago, when 
I was a Member of the House of Repre
sentatives, we were soliciting appropri
ations for the great Grand Coulee Dam. 
Every year we were required to go before 
the Appropriations Committee and pre
sent our case and get whatever appropri
ation seemed to be available. I can re
member that year after year when we 
would request an appropriation, Repre
sentatives from other sections of the 
United States would stand on the fioor of 
the House of Representatives, and in
variably would ask the same question: 
What are you going to do with all that 
power? Why are you asking for it? 
Are you asking for money with which to 
build a great mass of concrete in the 
desert? Are you going to sell the elec
tricity to the jack rabbits? 

Mr. President, the truth of the matter·. 
is that we should have asked for double 
the amount then requested, because to
day we still have a great shortage of elec
tric power. Despite the fact as a result 
of that development there was brought. 
about the strong economy which played 
such an important part in the recent 
war, many of the projects and develop
ments in that section of the United 
States still do not have available to them 
all the electric energy and electric 
power they need. 

Inasmuch as I have mentioned the re
cent war, let me say that without the 
electric energy made available as a result 
of the construction and operation of the 
Grand Coulee Dam, the development of 
the atomic energy plant at Hanford 
would not have been possible at the time 
when it was built; and without the cheap 
power pool coming from the Bonneville 
Dam, it would not have been possible for 
the United States to have been prepared 
air-wise as quickly as she was prepared 
during the recent war, because during 
the war we began to make aluminum 
faster than any other country could, and 
we i::upplied most of our allies with the 
aluminum they needed for producing war 
material. Yet despite that fact, we need 
further development. All the projects 
are self-liquidating. 

The pending amendment provides for 
over 90 percent reimbursement to the 
Government. We have paid off every 
loan the Federal Government has made 
to us. In fact, this proposal calls for 
nothing but a loan. The Bonneville 
Power Authority, which comprises the 
great power pool of all these dams, in
cluding Grand Coulee, is almost 6 years 
ahead of its repayment schedule to the 
United States Government, including 
interest. In the meantime, we have 
added to the wealth of the Nation by 
billions of dollars, and have done so, I 
think, even to a greater degree than 
other sections of the country, not because 
they did not want to do so, but because 
WJ had the cheap power available. 

The peculiar geographical situation of 
the Columbia Basin makes it difficult for 
us to separate power and reclamation. 
Most of our projects are multiple-pur
pose.. They include power, reclamation, 

and irrigation; sometimes all of them. 
It is true that some of the dams are pri
marily for power and some projects are 
primarily for irrigation; but there is no 
project within the area, either contem
plated, under construction, or completed, 
that does not involve one of the three 
features to some degree. By reason of 
that fact, participation in the area by 
the Federal Government has been had 
through two departments of the Govern
ment, the Bureau of Reclamation and the 
Corps of Army Engineers. We have 
today on the Columbia River under the 
control of the Bureau of Reclamation a 
dam which was constructed by that 
Bureau, and it was well constructed; the 
job was well done, and the dam efficiently 
operated. We have there another dam, 
constructed by the· Corps of Engineers. 
It also was well constructed and is ef
ficiently operated. We have projects 
completely mixed up between the two 
agencies. I am not critical of that, be
cause they both did a great deal to de
velop the area, and most of the projects 
contain to a degree features involving 
the jurisdiction of both agencies. The 
general pattern was that if a project re
lated more to power than to irrigation or 
reclamation, the Army engineers would 
build and operate it; if most of the fea
tures related to irrigation and reclama
tion, then the Bureau of Reclamation 
would build and operate it. But, be
cause we were developing this great 
basin, because its potentiality was so 
great, and because of the obvious neces
sity for many reasons of joint work on 
the projects, the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Army engineers attempted sev
eral years ago to get together on what 
they called a joint comprehensive plan. 
They worked on it for a long time, spend
ing about $6,000,000 in developing the 
comprehensive plan. 

About a year and a half ago they made 
a joint report, No. 308, which was agreed 
to by both the Bureau of Reclamation 
and the Corps of Engineers, respecting 
multiple-purpose projects for the devel
opment of the Columbia River. The 
pian was submitted to and approved by. 
the Congress. So the two agencies, with 
the approval of the President and of the 
Budget Bureau, came to Congress with 
report 308, requesting an authorization. 
Because of that we today find ourselves 
in a dilemma. The report was sub
mitted to the Public Works Committee, 
and was considered by the committee. 
The committee considered very fairly and 
courteously the so-called rivers-and
harbors portion of the report. One 
member of the committee, the Senator 
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS] who was also 
a member of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, suggested that be
cause part of the comprehensive report 
related to irrigation and reclamation 
projects, the consideration of those 
projects should be within the jurisdic
tion of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs. It was suggested, and 
agreed to by all parties, that because of 
the inability to separate the projects con
tained in the report, the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs should also 
consider it. 

On the floor of the Senate, the chair
man of the Public Works Committee and 

the chairman of the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs engaged in a 
colloquy last fall on ·the subject of the 
procedure which should be followed. 
The colloquy was read by the Senator 
from Wyoming [Mr. O'MAHONEY] yes
terday, so I need not put it in.the RECORD 
at this time. It was my understanding 
that after the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs considered the portion of 
report 308, in which there were recom
mendations by the Army Engineers and 
by the Bureau of R~clamation, and had 
agreed to the reclamation features, they 
could become part of this bill, since the 
projects cannot be separated. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
S3nator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. Do I correctly under

stand the Senator to say it is his under
standing that the coordin1ted report No. 
308 is a part of this amendment? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. I was speak
ing of the so-called agreement that the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs should take the portion of the re
port and study the recommendations as 
to reclamation and irrigation, but not 
that it ·should study the entire report. 

On Monday, March 6, the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs approved, 
by a vote of 8 to 4, the amendment 
which is now before the S3nate. The 
amendment proposes to authorize proj
ects at an ultimate estimated cost of over 
$600,000,000. That is a part of the com
prehensive report, No. 308, to which I 
have ref erred, but it is not all of it. It 
contemplated construction of projects 
over a period of perhaps 4 or 4 % years. 
In addition, it provided a technique for 
basin-wide pooling of costs allocated to 
power and revenues returned by power. 
The amendment is a part of what has 
come to be known, as I mentioned previ
ously, as the comprehensive plan for the 
development of the Columbia River and 
the Columbia Basin. 

It was stated yesterday by a member 
of the Public Works Committee that this 
amendment had not been before the 
committee, that what the committee had 
been discussing related to a proposed 
Columbia Valley Authority. It is true 
there is pending in Congress a bill to 
create a Columbia Valley Authority simi
lar to the TV A, but that is still pending: 
Although it is related to the develop
ment of the Columbia Basin, it has abso
lutely nothing to do with the pending 
amendment, which provides for the brick 
and mortar, so to speak, whereas the 
other proposal relates to management. 
They are two parallel roads in the de
velopment of the Columbia Basin. I 
personally entertain the hope that they 
both will lead to Rome, though they 
may not. But in the meantime we want 
to proceed with what we call the 308 
report, which is on concrete construc
tion and the material development of 
the Columbia Basin for all three 
purposes. 

It has been suggested that this amend
ment had not been before the Committee 
on Public Works. The amendment has 
been before that committee, and there 
were lengthy discussions of the subject. 
The hearings on flood control in connec
tion with the bill presently before the 
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Senate contained pages of testimony on 
this proposal, which embodies some irri
gation and reclamation ·projects. That 
is the reason why it was sent to the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

It was suggested yesterday that the 
feature of this amendment which pro
vides for a basin account, which I shall 
attempt to explain later, was not before 
the committee. That question was also 
before the committee, and the whole 
comprehensive plan was proposed as an 
amendment to this bill. It is true, it was 
originally introduced as n. bill, but it was 
proposed to the committee as an amend
ment and was considered by the commit., 
tee as such. It was then turned over to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs because of the reclamation and 
irrigation features, which, I again re
mind the Senate, cannot be separated 
in the development of the Columbia 
Basin. 
~ow that the Senator from New 

Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] has returned to the 
:floor, let me say that there was some 
suggestion that the ame.ndment now 
pending had not been before the Com"." 
mittee on Public Works. I have just 
stated that the hearings before . that 
committee contained pages of testimony 
with reference to this amendment. It 
was submitted to the committee as an 
amendment. There was a further sug
gestion that the so-called basin account 
was not before the Public Works Com
mittee. I distinctly remember our dis
cussir.ig _the basin account. 

.so, Mr. President, in order that the 
Rico Rn. may be clear, I wish to read from 
the Daily Digest of the RECORD, October 6, 
1949, page D681, as follows: 

In executive session, the committee voted 
to report with amendments H . . R. 5472, to 
authorize the appropriation of $1,564,000,-
000 for the construction and completion of 
various flood-control and river and harbor 
projects. 

Before taking this action, the committee 
rejected an amendment proposing a compre
hensive plan for the Columbia River Basin 
project, but adopted amendments to author
ize the construction of individual projects 
and the appropriation therefor, totaling 
$250,000,000 to the Corps of Engineers and 
$175,000,000 for the Bureau of Reclamation. 
(The proposed appropriation for the Bureau 
of Reclamation is contingent on approval by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs.) 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. Notwithstanding what 

was in the bill as stated by the Senator 
from Washington, is it not true that 
this amendme:at would carry practically 
$600,000,000 more in appropriations than 
are itemized in the bill now being con
sidered? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No. I have not 
read the final draft of the amendment 
of the Senator from Wyoming. 

I.1:r. CHAVEZ. That is the amendment 
which the Senator is now discussing. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The amendment, 
as I understand, and as I understood 
from the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs, contains only the items 
which were discussed in the hearings 
before the Committee on Public Works
only items in the Columbia Basin and 

items discussed and pass~d upon in the 
committee. · If the amendment contains 
any more than that, I should b3 against 
it myself. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well. Let me ask 
this question of the Senator from Wash
ington: With reference to the Columbia 
River Basin, the amendments which 
have been approved by this body con
tain the following projects: 

(a) Libby Dam, Kootenai River, Mont., 
$53,0C0,000. 

(b) Priest Rapids Dam, Columbia River, 
Wash., $2,000,00U. 

(c) John Day Dam, Columbia River, 
Wash. and Oreg.,' $700,000. 

(d) The Dalles Dam, Columbia River, 
Wash. and Oreg., $600,000. 

(e) Local flood-protection project at Bon
ners Ferry, Kootenai River, ldaho, $750,000. 

(f) Local flood-protection project at Pen
dleton, Oreg., and Jackson Hole, Wyo.; and 
Hepner ·Dam and downstream channel im
provements, Willow Creek, Oreg., $5,678,000. 

(g) Local flood-protection projects in the 
Columbia River Basin, Mont., Wyo., Utah, 
Nev., Idaho, Oreg., and Wash., $28,000,000. 

Will the Senator from Washington 
now tell the Senate whether the amend
ment he is now discussing contains proj
ects in addition to those items? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That ·is correct. 
The items read by the Senator from New 
Mexico were, of course, in the bill as re
ported, but they are not a part of the 
plan; they are isolated items. For in
stance, the flood control of which the 
Senator speaks is :flood control on the 
lower Columbia River, which has noth
ing to do with the basin development. It 
represents dikes which were washed out 
in the great flood of 2 years ago which 
practically inundated the cities of Van
couver and Seattle. One is the Libby 
Dam. The other items for the other 
dams are mere planning. Priest Rapids 
Dam will cost almost $200,000,000. John 
Day Dam is one of the largest dams on 
the Columbia River. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Is it not a fact that as 
the bill came from the House it con:. 
tained only, on the Columbia River Ba
sin, the Albeni Falls Dam, in Idaho, and 
an additional authorization for the Wil
lamette River Basin, of $40,000,000; im
provements around Portland and vicin
ity, $332,000; levies on the Willamette 
River, $14,000,000; Columbia River irri
gation, $4,000,000; modification of levees 
on the Columbia River, $14,000,000, and 
levees along the lower Columbia River, 
$2,000,000, totaling $107,997,000? Does 
not the bill which is now being consid
ered by the Senate, add to that amount 
$142,000,000? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. . It adds to it. 
What the Senator says is correct, but he 
is talking about power and flood-control 
projects, having little or nothing to do 
with the development of the comprehen
sive plan of the Army engineers and the 
Bureau of Reclamation for power and 
reclamation development. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Whether they are flood 
control, irrigation, or navigation proj
ects, they are still a part of the compre
hensive plan which was submitted by 
the Army engineers and other govern
mental authorities. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Only as to the Al
beni Falls Dam and money for planning 

for other great dams which are planned 
for the far future. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. What use will be made 
of the $142,000,000 which has been ap
proved by the committee? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is all for flood
control construction. It does not in
clude the comprehensive plan for power 
and reclamation. 
· Mr. CHAVEZ. Does the Senator mean 
to tell the Senate that the flood-control 
section is not a part of the over-all plan? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is not a part of 
the 308 report, with the exceptions which 
I have pointed out. The Albeni Falls 
Dam is a part of it, the Libby Dam is a 
part of it, but the levees on the lower 
Columbia River and the levees on .the 
Willamette River are not a part of the 
plan for power and irrigation in the 
308 report. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Of course they are not 
for power. If a plan is made for flood 
control, I understand that it can be used 
for irrigation, or something else. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There are . such 
projects in the area. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well. Will the 
Senator from Washington ·tell the Sen
ate what the money is going to be used 
for, after the House has approved $107,-
997,000, and the Senate so far has ap
proved an additional $142,000,000? . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is set forth in 
the report. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is in the report; and 
it is a part of the comprehensive plan. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; it is not part 
of the comprehensive plan. Only the 
parts which I have mentioned are in~ 
eluded in the plan. I will put the com
prehensive plan in the RECORD, so there 
will be no mistake about it. Plans have 
been made for the area, · but the proj
ects mentioned are not a part of the com.:. 
prehehsive plan. The plan is embodied 
in a separate engineering report. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The comprehensive 
plan and the report were supposed to 
take effect and be part of the whole 
scheme of things when we worked out 
the Columbia River Basin Authority. .Js 
that not correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct, 
but the administrative officials of the 
Government have asked us to look into 
the Columbia River Basin Authority, 
and we are now looking into it, and we 
intend to hold hearings on that question. 
However, the Senn.tor from Washington 
now offers an amendment dealing with 
that subject, to a flood control-rivers 
and harbors-navigation bill, ·without 
any hearings being held by the com
mittee. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I may say, Mr. Presi
dent, that I am sympathetic. It may 
very well be the plan is a good one. 
However, inasmuch as we have a Colum
bia River Basin Authority bill before the 
committee, and since the committee has 
not had any hearings on the subject re
ferred to by the Senator from Washing
ton, I do not believe it should be in
cluded in a rivers and harbors bill at 
this time by an amendment offered from 
the floor. That is the only difference 
between the Senator from Washington 
and the chairman of the committee. I 
am not antagonistic to the idea pre
sented by the Senator from Washington. 
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I am synlPathetic, and I agree with him 
on the development, but I do not think 
it should be taken care of in this way. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate the 
interest of the Senator from New Mex
ico. He has always had a great interest 
in western development, whether it be 
flood control, irrigation, or reclamation. _ 
However, all these matters were before 
the Committee on Public Works. Gen
eral Pick testified, and representatives 
of the Bureau of Reclamation testified. 
As a matter of fact, the amendment in
cludes the basin account, which was dis
cussed previously. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. tong discussion 

was had. I testified, the Senator from 
Oregon [Mr. MoRsEJ testified, and the 
Senator from Washington [Mr. CAIN] 
testified. The testimony is all in the re
port of the hearings. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes; the senior and 
junior Senators from Washington testi
fied General Pick testified, and many 
oth~r persons testified. However, will 
the Senator state what the action of the 
committee was? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I just read the ac
tion of the committee. The proposal 
was ref erred to the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs. I will read the 
action of the committee again. The 
committee rejected an amendment pro
posing the whole comprehensive plan. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That was not done be
cause the committee were against the 
plan. They rejected the plan because 
it was not the proper time to take care 
of it, and because hearings had not been 
held on the whole plan; 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
They brought up the whole plan. I know 
my bill takes in the whole plan. Al
though I am not a member of the com
mittee, I sat in on some of the hearings, 
through the courtesy of the committee, 
and it was decided by the committee that 
a portion of the plan, or a projection of 
it, which we figured would take 3 Y2 years, 
was approved. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. As a result of that we 
included $142,000,000 in the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; that is not 
included. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. As a result of presen
tations made by the Senator from Wash
ington, and other interested persons from 
the Columbia River Basin, we included 
$142,000,000 in the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The committee 
adopted an amendment authorizing con
struction of individual projects, with ap
propriations totalling $250,000,000 to the 
Corps of Engineers, and $175,000,000 to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. However, 
the proposed appropriation for the Bu
reau of Reclamation was contingent 
upon the approval of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs. What I am 
talking about is the proposed amount for 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Pefhaps I did not 

understand the Senator. The committee 
did put in these other projects for the 
Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes. Let me read the 
report to the Senator from Washington, 

so that there will be no misunderstand
ing whatsoever. I read from page 68·: 

The committee was requested by several 
Senators and Members of Congress, and gov
ernors and groups of citizens in the Pacific 
Northwest, to include an amendment in the 
bill approving the Columbia Basin compre
hensive plan and providing an initial author
ization to start work on the most urgent 
parts of the plan. The committee held hear
ings on this proposed amendment and heard 
many witnesses urge its inclusion in the 
bill. At the same time the committee also 
has had under consideration a proposal con
tained in S. 1645-

Which I think was introduced by the 
Senator from Washington-
to establish a Columbia Valley Administra
tion which would absorb the functions of the 
prin~ipal Federal water project construction 
agencies in that area and constitute a single 
administrative agency for carrying out the 
water resources development. The committee 
is carefully studying the CVA bill and is 
agreed that it will complete its considera
tion as soon as it can hold adequate field 
hearings and thoroughly- weigh the relative 
merits of all possible methods of adminis
tration for this large undertaking. 

I 

I continue reading from the report: 
The recommendations of the committee 

with respect to the Columbia River Basin 
are (a) approval of the authorizations 
passed by the House amounting to $108,000,-
000 for work to be accomplished by the Corps 
of Engineers, (b) additional authorizations 
1n the total amount of $142,000,000 to cover 
appropriations for a 3-year period for cer
tain specific projects to be accomplished by 
the Corps of Engineers. 

Mr. President, if the Public Works 
Committee had not treated the Colum
bia River Basin in the best C>f faith, I 
do not know what other committee 
could do it. Notwithstanding the merits, 
and the sympathy I have for the idea the 
Senator is now advancing, I still think 
that so far as the next 3 years are con
cerned, the fact that the committee and 
the Senate have approved up to .now 
$142,000,000 additional is certainly treat
ing the Columbia Valley, so far as the 
record is concerned, with all the respect 
and consideration possible. That does 
·not mean to say, that on its merits, we 
are not for the amendment of the Sen
ator from Wyoming which the Senator 
from Washington is now discussing, but 
we are not for it in connection with this 
particular bill. It might be necessary 
to bring it up in the proper way. I think 
we have done very well by the Senator 
from Washington. 

Ml-. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
am sorry there has been a misunder
standing. It is true the Committee on 
Public Works put in the engineering 
projects, and the Senator listed them. 
I told the committee what they were 
for. But we are discussing in this 
amendment irrigation projects, and I 
am endeavoring to point out that we are 
in a dilemma. We cannot separate the 
two kinds of projects, because the two 
agencies have gotten together; they sub
mitted this report, which includes many 
of the things the Senator read, indeed 
the bulk of them, and also includes all 
the irrigation projects. So, I do not 
know what other course can be pur-

sued. I would just as soon have this all 
in one committee. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 

the Sena tor from Washington yield? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I was just going to 

say that the action of the committee 
was to approve the engineering items 
'Which were read by the Senator. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. That 
is the only part over which the Co_m
mittee on Public Works had jurisdic
tion. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Then the Com
mittee on Public Works says, "The pro
posed a·ppropriation for the Bureau of 
Reclamation which we are considering 
now is contingent upon the approval of 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs." · · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Which is true. I agree 
. to that. But if the.t is so, why not have 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs report a bill to the Senate ap
.proving the things they have investi
gated? Why bring them in in connec
tion with a :flood control bill, irrespec
tive of how much merit they may have? 

I agree that irrigation is necessary, 
but I do not agree that the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs have a 
thing to do with recommending the other 
kind of projects. Of course, any indi
vidual Senator has a right to advise the 
committee, but I do not think it is a 
sound method of legislation, under the 
processes of parliamentary procedure we 
now follow to have one committee which 
has jurisdiction over irrigation and 
reclamation being superseded. Neither 
the Senator from Wyoming nor the Sen
ator from Washington is stronger for 
reclamation in the Western States than 
I am, but it should be handled in an 
orderly way, and if the projects are so 
good, why not provide for them in a 
proper bill? If that is done, I will vote 
for it. · 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield, but I 
merely wanted to ·point out our problem. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. It is a problem. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, it 

seems to me there can be an understand
ing among the committees of the Sen
ate and the Members of the Senate, as 
there has been between the Army En
gineers and the Bureau of Reclamation. 
I have been very much interested in the 
.discussion which has been proceeding 
between the Senator from Washington 
and the Senator from New Mexico. 

I happened to open the report of the 
hearings before the Committee on Pub
lic Works on the pending bill, and cas
ually, at the very spot at which I opened 
it I found this statement under the head
ing "Columbia River :i3asin": 

Senator SPARKMAN. With reference to the 
Columbia River Basin, we have had consid
erable testimony already from both the Army 
engineers and from the Bureau of Reclama
tion. 

Then he proceeded. I had scarcely 
read that when I heard the Senator from 
New Mexico reading from the report 
which he· filed with the Senate upon the 
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pending bill. I ·find on page 67 of the 
report this language : 

The bill as passed by the House includes 
several projects which form parts of the co
ordinated comprehensive plan for the Colum
bia River Basin completed earlier in the year 
by the Corps of Engineers and the Bureau of 
Reclamation in cooperation with other Fed
eral agencies and State and local agencies. 

Then it proceeds, confirming the state
ment previously read that there was 
testimony before the Committee on Pub
lic Works about the subject. 

Then we come to the report of the 
Daily Digest of the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD, October 6, 1949, at page D681, to the 
statement which the Senator from 
Washington has read: 

Before taking this action, the committee 
rejected an amendment proposing a com
prehensive plan for the Columbia River 
Basin project, but adopted amendments to 
authorize the construction of individual 
projects and the appropriations therefor, 
totaling $250,000,000 t.o the Corp·s of En
gineers and $175,000,000 for the Bureau of 
Reclamation. 

Then in parentheses comes the state
ment: 

(The proposed appropriation for the Bu
reau of Reclamation is contingent on ap
proval by the Committee on Interior and 
·Insular Affairs.) 

The matter came to our committee by 
reason of the suggestion which was made 
inr the Public Works Committee by a 
Member of this body, who is a member 
of both committees, the junior Senator 
from Utah [Mr. WATKINS]. He sug
gested-and this we agreed to on the 
floor yesterday-that since these proj
ects dealt with reclamation, the matter 
should be considered by the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. Up to 
that time, Mr. President, the chairman 
of the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs had given no attention to 
the matter at all. But then, after the 
report of the Public Works Committee 
had been filed, the chairman of the Pub
lic Works Committee and the Senator 
from Wyoming had their colloquy upon 
the floor of the Senate on the 7th of Oc
tober last, and certainly I came away 
with the feeling that the statement in 
the Daily Digest of the RECORD, October 6, 
1949 represented the general understand
ing, namely, that there would be no ob
jection to the submission by the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs 
of its judgment upon the very self-same 
reclamation projects concerning which 
evidence and testimony had been taken 
in the Public Works Committee. So, 
here we are now discussing amendments 
affecting reclamation and not flood con
trol. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. And one power 

project, the :dell's Canyon project, which 
by the comprehensive plan between the 
two agencies was assigned to the Bureau 
of Reclamation for construction. I con
fess I can see no reason why on a mat
ter of jurisdiction there should be any 
objection upon the part of any member 
of the Committee on Public Works to 
the consideration by the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs of this mat-

ter. The Committee on Public Works 
performed a very courteous act in saying 
"We will defer on the question of recla
mation to ~he committee which has 
jurisdiction of it." 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes. 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. it was in that spirit 

that it was ·accepted. I will say to the 
Senator from Washington that without 
a question there is no greater friend of 
reclamation in the Senate t:1an the senior 
Senator from New Mexico. During all 
the years in which I have served with 
him I have found him, in the Appropria
tions Committee and on the floor, sup
porting sound reclamation projects, and 
I trust that in the desire to secure speedy 
action and to preserve the unity of the 
Columbia Basin development, we may 
have his support with respect to the rec
lamation projects which are now offered. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. I feel like quoting the 

senior Senator from Colorado [Mr. Jmrn
soNJ who spoke of his grandmother. The 
Senator from Colorado said, "My grand
mother told me to beware of many occa
sions." 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am sure the Sen
ator from New Mexico was not advised 
to beware of the Senator from Wyoming, 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am sure I was not; 
but simply to beware. Nevertheless, 
everything the Senator from Wyoming 
has stated as to the understanding be
tween the Senator from Wyoming and 
the Senator from New Mexico is correct. 
He made only one error: He quoted the 
Digest as having stated that the Com
mittee on Public Works has approved 
irrigation projects on the bill we are now 
discussing. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; it does not say 
that. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I so understood it. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. No; the Senator 

from Wyoming quoted it correctly. It 
merely said the Committee on Public 
Works had approved the engineering 
projects. Then he read: 

The proposed appropriation for the Bureau 
of Reclamation is contingent on approval by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well. I will stand 
on that. With respect to irrigation, the 
only part the Committee on Public 
Works plays is when the project is a 
multiple-purpose project. Aside from 
that, our committee has nothing to do 
with irrigation and reclamation. I am 
for irrJgation and reclamation: Never
theless, so far as the functions of the 
committee are ·concerned, they are 
limited to certain jurisdictions. If the 
project is a multiple-purpose project, 
and power or flood control or navigation 
are more important than the irrigation 
features, the measure comes to the Pub
lic Works Committee. That is the only 
time we have any jurisdiction over the 
matter. 

After the Senator from Utah suggested 
that the projects which are being dis
cussed now under the amendment of the 
Senator from Wyoming did not belong 
to our committee, I said, "Very well. 

Let them go to the committee to which 
they do belong." I agreed to that. But 
simply because I agreed that they should 
go to the committee which has jurisdic
tion over consideration of such matters, 
does not mean that after that committee 
makes a decision, and notwithstanding 
I might think the decision is beneficial, 
good, and sound, the projects in question 
amounting to $600,000,000, about which 
this committee has heard nothing, should 
be contained in an amendment to a flood
control bill. That is the only objection I 
have to the amendment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want to say to 
the Senator that I entirely agree. I 
think he has stated the facts correctly. 
I thinl~ the Senator from Wyoming 
stated them correctly. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is true. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I am in between 

two areas of correctness. It is true that 
the committee of which the Senator 
from New Mexico is chairman deals 
primarily with flood control, and in the 
past, if a multiple-purpose project was 
brought before the Senate and the bulk 
of it related to power or flood control, 
it went to his committee. If the bulk 
of it related to reclamation it went to the 
other committee. That is the way the 
Corps of Army Engineers and the Bu
reau of Reclamation had divided up all 
those projectc in the Columbia Basin 
until 4 or 5 years ago. Then it was de
cided by all the minds that knew some
t~ing about the subject and had an in
terest in a comprehensive development 
and agreed that there should be a joint 
comprehensive plan, because it had be
come increasingly difficult to separate 
power and revenue from power, from irri
gation and reclamation and payments by 
water users. So both interests got to
gether. That was easy on the House side, 
because the same committee handles all 
thB projects. But when it came to the 
Senate, and when we projected a portion 
of that plan, we found that there were 
in the plan some irrigration projects and 
some power projects, projects which are 
handled by different committees, so the 
situation on the Senate side was not so 
easy as on the House side. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President-
Mr. MAGNUSON. Permit me to fin

ish please. We cannot come in with a 
bill dealing with irrigation projects and 
a bill dealing with flood-control proj
ects, and have each bill take its sepa
rate course, because the plan to develop 
the Columbia River is a unified one. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. A plan can be brought 
in which will unify both systems. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is what we 
have here. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The bill we have before 
us now is nothing but a flood-control 
and navigation and rivers and harbors 
bill. It has · nothing to do with compre
hensive plans of any kind whatsoever. If 
the Senator from Washington--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Excuse me. The 
Committee on Public Works has ap
proved what is being done. 
· Mr. CHAVEZ. If the Senator from 

Washington will bring forward a bill uni
fying and carrying out the comprehen
sive plan by itself, very well. We should 
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not undertake to do it by an amendment 
to a flood-control bill. Let a bill be 
brought in which will do what the Sen
ator from Washington wants done, and 
the Senator from New Mexico will sup
port it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. To what commit
tee would that plan be referred? It 
would have to be referred jointly to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs and to the Committee on Public 
Works. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not think so. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Because it includes 

some irrigation projects, some flood-con
trol projects, some navigation projects, 
and some .power projects. In such case, 
I would be in the same position that I 
am in now. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. So long as it was con
sidered by the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs, why not have it consid
ered by that committee again? We will 
not object to that. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not wish to get 
myself again in the same position that 
I am in now. If I offered a comprehen
sive plan for .the development of the Co
lumbia River, a plan providing for the 
development of 5,000,000 or 6,000,000 
kilowatts of power, and if that measure 
were referred to the Committee on Inte
rior and Insular Affairs, I am afraid some 
of the technicians on the Committee on 
Public Works would object. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I do not know about 
that, not if a separate bill were intro
duced. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is ·what this 
is. The Senator from New Mexico men
tioned the Columbia and the CVA. I 
hope it is clear in the minds of all Sen
ators that this matter has nothing to do 
with that. The Columbia River develop-
11,lent is connected with CVA, of 
course- . 

Mr. CHAVEZ. But it might have 
something to do with it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. But this bill has 
nothing to do directly with the CVA. 
CV A relates to management. This meas
ure provides the structure-the bricks 
and the mortar-! or the development of 
power and reclamation. · 

Mr. CHAVEZ. And we are in -favor of 
authorizing, and in connection with the 
request of the Senator from Washington 
have provided, $142,000,000 more than 
the House authorized for that very pur-
pose. · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I appreciate that. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. Nevertheless, under an 

amendment coming from another com
mittee, there is still a request for an 
additional $600,000,000. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; the request is 
for a little more than $200,000,000, to be 
made available over a period of time for 
projects which will be self-liquidating. 
So the money will be paid back. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I think that is fine, but 
not as a part of this bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to ask · 
the Senator a question before he takes 
his seat. If tomorrow, after we concluc;ie 
action on the rivers and harbors bill, I 
were to introduce a bill based on the 308 
report, to what committee would it be 
referred? It would have to be referred 

to both committees, and then we would 
be in the same position we are in now. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. . That would be the re
sponsibility of the then Presiding omcer. 
The committee to which the measure 
was referred could hold hearings and 
could learn what the measure was about. 
That is all right. However, our com
mittee cannot favor any bill about which 
it knows nothing. I think it is only fair 
to the Senate that we take that position. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
New Mexico knows that long hearings 
were held before his committee. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct; but 
the conclusions reached as a result of 
those hearings, insofar as they pertain to _ 
this particular amendment, were adverse 
to what the Senator from Washington 
now is suggesting. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Except as to the 
engineering projects. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct; we ap
proved the engineering projects. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. And the approval 
of the Bureau of Reclamation was con
tingent upon committee approval. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. And the other 

committee approved it. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct, but our 

committee did not approve it. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. This is the only 

amendment now at the desk on which 
hearings have been held before the com
mittee. The committee discussed this 
matter, includinrr the irrigation projects, 
at great length. Those matters were dis
cussed and testimony about them was 
heard by the Committee on Public Works. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Committee on 

Interior and Insular Affairs did not dis
cuss the rivers and harbors projects, but 
the Committee on Public Works heard 
testimony on both, because there was a 
comprehensive plan which involved all 
these matters. 

I wish to say to the Senator that even 
in this case, several of these projects 
have, to s9me degree, a multi-purpose 
nature. They are mainly irrigat:)n and 
reclamation projects, with the exception 
of the Hells Canyon project. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That being the case, 
the bill should have been considered by 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, and should have been approved 
by that committee. Why have the Com
mittee on Public Works approve it, when 
the projects are mainly irrigation and 
reclamation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are talking 
about these projects, but the Senator's 
committee approved the Corps of Engi
neers' projects. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. We certainly did; we 
had authority to do so. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me ask the 
Senator this question: If I were to intro
duce a bill covering the comprehensive 
plan which the Army engineers, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the President of . 
the United States, the Bureau · of the 
Budget, every Senator from the Pacific 
Northwest, and every Governor of the 
five States involved have agreed to-in 
fact, everyone concerned agrees to this 
plan-to what committee would the 

measure be referred? It would have to 
be split up again between two commit
tees. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Very well; let the 
Senator introduce the bill, and we shall 
decide that question when it is reached. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Everyone approves 
this measure. What harm will it do to 
the bill now before the Senate to add the 
amendment which is based on the com
prehensive report, inasmuch as every
one from the President on down, includ
ing the Governors of the States con
cerned, the Senators from tho;;:! States, 
the Bureau of the Budget, and all others 
concerned, have approved it, and inas
much as the President has sent to the 
Congress a special message on the sub
ject? I do not see how it will hutt the 
rivers and harbors bill, because the 
situation in that section of the country 
is reculiar, and it is hard for us to 
separate the two kindc of project$. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, probably 
I feel a little differently about the ad
ministrative end of the Government 
than does the Senator from Washington. 
I still believe in parliamentary govern
ment. I still believe in standing com
mittees. I still believe in the dignity of 
the United States Senate. 

So far as the Senator from New Mexico 
is concerned, as long as he heads the 
Public Works Committee he is not going 
to permit anyone in the Government, 
outsjde the Senate of the United States, 
to override any action taken by the com
mittee. Any time a standing committee 
is overridden by the methods which now 
are attempted to be employed in this 
case, I think free government or parlia
mentary government is endangered. I 
still believP- in the Congress of the United 
States. I still think it is part of our 
Government. I think it is just as im
portant as the judiciary or even th~ ad
ministrative end of the Government. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not think the Senator from New Mexico 
means to say that this measure is an at
tempt to override any committee. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Oh, yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Then I ask the Sen

ator for a suggestion. We are trying to 
develop our area under a combined re
port, under a combined approach, which 
includes both power, reclamation, flood
control, and navigation projects, because 
that is the only way we can develop it. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Then why does not the 
Senator introduce a separate bill for that 
purpose? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It happens that 
this measure relates to matters subject 
to the jurisdiction of two Senate com
mittees. If this measure were before the 
House of Representatives, the situation 
in that respect would be different. I am 
simply submitting an amendment to the 
Senator's bill. I think I have a perfect 
rfght to do so, under the system of free 
government and parliamentary govern
ment which we have. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is-·correct; no 
one is ohjecting to that at all. 

Mr. MAGNUSON . . I ask the Senator 
why he cannot accept this amendment, 
because it includes a comprehensive 
combined approach by the Corps of En~ 
gineers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
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and all others, including the Bureau of 
the Budget, who are responsible· for the 
administration of this matter, as it re
lates to the Columbia Basin. That is all 
we seek to do: 

Mr. CHAVEZ. With the names the 
Senator from Washington has just men
.tioned, it is not very impressive, at least 
not at the moment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not trying to 
impress anyone. I am merely saying 
that I have appeared many times before 
the Senator's committee, and have been 
asked, "Do you have the approval of the 
Bureau of the Budget?" Of course, 
many times that matter works in re
verse. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Oh, no. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. So I had the Bu

reau of the Budget look at this matter for 
a long time, and a great deal of hard 
work was required in that connection. 
The Bureau of the Budget made a thor
ough examination; and the Bureau of 
the Budget is rather tough in regard to 
these projects, because it has been trying 
to balance the budget. However, after 
the Bureau of the Budget examined this 
project, it not only thought the project 
was feasible, but recommended it, despite 
the fact that the Bureau of the Budget 
has recommended very few projects in 
the last year, because it has been trying 
to balance the budget. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Nevertheless, I shall 
not permit the Bureau of the Budget to 
come in at the last moment, in regard 
to a bill which has bee,n introduced in 
the Senate, and say to us, "Now you can 
do it." I still want the Senate to have 
jurisdiction. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I remember the 
comprehensive project which was be
fore the committee; and at that time the 
Bureau of the Budget was working on it. 
The Senator was very courteous, and he 
made plain to me that if the project had 
merit, it would stand on its own merits, 
regardless of the recommendations of 
the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes, regardless of 
that. I do not think the Bureau of the 
Budget has any legislative power what
ever. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is true, of 
course; but this comprehensive plan was 
appr.:)Ved by the Bureau of the Budget. 
In seeking the approval of the Bureau 
of the Budget, we were not attempting in 
any way to circumvent the Committee on 
Public Works. The situation merely is 
that the problem which we face in this 
respect is one in connection with which 
we cannot separate our projects. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I am most sympa
thetic to the Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know what 
else we can do. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, I am 
most sympathetic to the Senator from 
Washington, and I wish to help him. I 
might be mistaken in my approach to 
solving the problem. !-fowever, I am 
thinking now of this llody. I am think
ing now of our American form of gov
ernment. I am thinking now of trying 
to do things in the proper way. Not
witllstanding that I am sympathetic 
and listen favorably to the presentation 
by the senat,or from Washington, I do 

not think the way suggested is the cor
rect way, namely to come forward at the 
last moment and request favorable 
action, merely because the Bureau of the 
Budget or someone else, appearing be
fore the committee which has jurisdic
tion of this particular bill, has said, "All 
right; let us go." In connection with 
the principle I am advocating, I am not 
referring to my particular committee, 
except in this one instance, for certainly 
the principle applies in respect to every 
committee of the Congress. If any ad
ministrative agency attempts to say to 
a congressional committee, "You. must 
give this measure the green light, be
cause we approve," I object. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I do 
not think it can be said that I have come 
forward with this matter at the last · 
minute. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator from 
Washington certainly has. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have -been strug
gling for the last year before the Sena· 
tor's committee. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Yes; there is no ques· 
tion about that. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have had this 
matter before the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs and before the Bu· 
reau of Reclamation; and the Sena· 
tor--

Mr. CHAVEZ. When did the Senator 
ask the Bureau of the Budget for ap. 
pro val of it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Last year. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. However, our commit· 

tee did not have any hearings on it at 
all; but now, all of a sudden, the Bureau 
of the Budget says, "All right," so the 
Senator from Washington eays, "Let us 
go ahead," although the committee has 
not acted on it in any way whatever. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; I suggested 
last fall, on mahy occasions, that the 
Bureau of the Budget approve it. This 
is not a last-minute approach . . This 
matter has been before the Congress for 
a long time. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. This matter is not a 
last-minute presentation insofar as the 
Senator from Washington is concerned, 
for I know he has been working on it for 
many years. He has been before our 
committee making fine representations. 
He has been trying as hard as he could, 
and I am sympathetic toward his efforts, 
and I honor him for them. I know he 
is trying to do the proper thing. Never
theless, I still insist that so far as the 
Committee on Public Works is concerned, 
we do not know very much about this 
matter, except that it received the ap
proval of the Bureau of the Budget when 
it got good and ready to give its approval; 
and now it says, "Go ahead; now we will 
let you do it." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, to permit me to ask 
a question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair). Does the Senator 
from Washington yield to the !Senator 
from Illinois? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In a moment. 
First, Mr. President, I wish to say that 

all of us know a great deal about this 
matter. There are many pages of testi
mony abqut it, not only about the proj-

ects included in this amendment, but 
about the basin account. Voluminous 
testimony about this matter has been 
taken before both committees. Every
one concerned knows about it. It has 
been before the Committee on Public 
Works, and it has been discussed there; 
and an amendment on the subject was 
submitted. There were witnesses from 
the Bureau of Reclamation and witnesses 
from the Corps of Engineers of the Army. 
All the witnesses approved the entire 
plan. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, ·Will 
the Senator yield to me at this time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Let me ask the able 

senior Senator from Washington if it is 
true that, although some 10 or 12 minor 
projects are included in this combined 
plan, the costs of which range between 
$1,000,000 and $5,000,000 each, yet the 
major expenditures contemplated are in 
connection with two projects: First, the 
Mountain Home project, with a total es
timated construction cost of $253,000,-
000; and, second, the so-called Hells 
Canyon project, with total estimated 
construction costs of approximately 
$334,000,000? Is it not true that the 
overwhelming proportion of the expendi
ture is on these two projects? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
The Senator will see from the map that 
the projects recommended by the Bureau 
of Reclamation are within the red dots, 
and they are all in green. They are rela
tively small projects, such as, in the State 
of Montana, the Bitterroot Valley proj
ect, the Council project in Idaho, the 
Mann Creel{ project and Crooked River 
project in Oregon, The Dalles, and Oka. 
nogan. In fact, there is not a single 
project in my state involved in this mat
ter, which shows somewhat the unity of 
the five States and the necessity of de
veloping the whole area. It is true, I 
may say to the Senator, that there are 
two small projects in Washington; but 
the ones that make up the large sum 
which the Senator suggests are both in 
the State of Idaho. One is the Moun· 
tain Home project, shown on the map; 
the other is Hells Canyon. When this 
matter was before the Bureau of the 
Budget, respecting the Mountain Home 
project, the Budget suggested that the 
cost per acre might be too great, and 
suggested a further review of the Moun
tain Home project. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. But, nevertheless, the 
amendment. carries that project. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I was about to say 
that. So, when the matter came before 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs, the Senators from Idaho and 
other Senators who were interested sug
gested that the committee should abide 
by that suggestion. The committee au
thorized the project. I had nothing to 
do with it. The committee authorized it 
with a proviso that no money should be 
spent on it. I do not have the word
ing. Perhaps the Senator has it. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I have the wording. 
If the Senator will yield, I will read from 
the report. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is it relative to the 
Mountain Home project? 
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Mr. CHAVEZ. It is relative to the 

Mountain Home project. I read from 
the report of the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs, at page 4, near the 
bottom of the page: 

Tlle projects recommended for authoriza
tion at this time without any limitation will 
repay $384,000,000, or 93 percent of their 
total estimated cost of $412,700,000; the non
reirnbursable portion is almost solely for 
iz:.1provements to navigation and flood con
trol. One project, the Payette unit of the 
Mountain Home project, is recommended to 
be authorjzed with certain irrigation fea
tures delayed until further reports and rec
ommendations are made to the Congress. 
Evidence at this time indicates that, even 
with those features included, reimburse
ments to the Federal Government will total 
$566,000,000. 

But nevertheless, it is authorized, not
withstanding the fact that the Bureau 
of the Budget opposed it. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 
Senator from Washington yie11 to the 
Senator from Illinois? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that 

the Hells Canyon proJect has two pri
mary purposes: First, the development 
of 800,000 kilowatts of power; and sec
ond, the operation of a reservoir of 
4,400,000 acre-feet capacity? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And is it not also 

true that it is confidently believed that 
the cost of construction can be repaid, 
with interest, out of the power revenues 
from this project? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I have been able to 

give this matter some study, and I find 
myself in agreement on the Hells Canyon 
project, but I find myself very dubious 
of the Mountain Home project, and I 
should like to -find out whether my views 
are correct. I am informed that the 
t:-tal construction cost is $253,000,000. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I accept the figure, 
if it is from the Reclamation Bureau. I 
do not recall it. The Senator from 
Idaho is here. I should like to ask him 
to answer questions regarding the costs. 
I do not recall the detailed figures. The 
Senator from Idaho must have them. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Four-fifths of the 
project is to be used, not so much for 
power as for irrigation. The total 
amount of power to ·· be developed any
where, I believe, is only 120,000 kilo
watts. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very little power is 
to be developed in the Mountain Home 
project. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. There is 60,000 in re
serve, but only 120,000 to begin with. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. And on the basis of 

the cost accounting :figures, with the to
tal cost of $253,000,000, almost $200,-
000,000 is the amount which would be 
allocated to irrigation, and $49,000,000 
to.power. But in practice, the water us
ers are going to be charged only with 
$22,500,000, and therefore $177,000,000 
more of water Costs will be charged to 
the power users. In other words, we 
have here a subsidy of irrigation to the 
extent of $177,000,000, loaded upon the 
power users of the Northwest. In view 

of the fact 'that under our farm program 
we are retiring land from circulation 
and reducing the amo-unt of land put 
into cultivation, I find it difficult to jus
tify irrigating 192,000 more acres of des
ert land in the Boise Valley, which I un
derstand is the purpose of the Mountain 
Home project, particularly when that · 
will constitute an added burden upon 
the power users of the Northwest. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I shall not discuss 
the merits of the Mountain Home proj
ect with the Senator from Illinois, but 
I want to make clear and discuss fur
ther that although the reimbursable 
amount allocated to power from the Co
lumbia Basin account is a great deal in 
the case of Mountain Home, which is 
the project about which there is much 
·discussion and controversy, the Sena
tor's statement that this would raise the 
power revenues--

Mr. DOUGLAS. No; but it would add 
to the burden. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I mean it would 
raise the cost of the power. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I am somewhat of 

a power expert, but not in the same class 
as Raver and those who handle our pow
er pool. My information is that even 
though the basin account will be tapped, 
as it were, for some of the power reve
nue, there is but one way to keep a uni
form rate. As the dams are built, they 
are built at different costs. The only 
way it is possible to keep a uniformly low 
rate is to have the basin account, even 
though a portion of it is used for irriga
tion purposes. 

The reason for the basin account, ac
cording to the testimony of all those 
who are in control of the power rates, is 
that without the basin account it will 
probably be necessary to raise rates in 
certain instances, at certain places, but 
with the basin account, even though it is 
tapped for irrigation and power revenues, 
it is possible to maintain a uniform rate. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to 
have the Senator from Idaho answer the 
Senator's question. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Idaho, for the purpose of an
swering the questions of the Senator 
from Illinois. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, I 
can well understand the apprehension 
of the Senator from Illinois concerning 
the proposal to authorize the Mountain 
Home project, involving as it does a sub
sidy from revenues derived from power 
plants at Scriver Creek, on the Payette 
River, in Idaho, and at Hells Canyon 
Dam, on the Snake River, practically all 
the water for which would be furnished 
by the State of Idaho. 

I pref ace my reply by saying this is no 
innovation so far as reclamation and 
power development are concerned on the 
Mountain Home project. There are ap
proximately 1·,000,000 acres of land in 
the lower Columbia Basin, in the central 
part of the State of Washington, as to 
which Secretary Ickes, in August 1945, 
determined that the water users would 
be able to repay only about $85 per acre 

as the direct reimbursable charge for ir
rigation; that the water · users likewise 
would · be required to assume about $37 
of the power' costs. Thus_ there would 
probably be between $400 and $500 sub
sidy per acre for the 1,000,000 acres of 
land to be developed in central Washing
ton, to come from the excess power rev- . 
enues derived from the operation of fa
cilities at the Grand Coulee Dam. 

Mr. President, referring to the Moun
tain Home project, I should like to point 
out that that project is contingent upon 
the building of Hells Canyon. The record 
shows that the Hells Canyon develop
ment, which is primarily for power, will 
generate upward of 1,000,000 kilowatts, 
as I recall, and that, from the revenue 
derived from the sale of that power, even 
at the low rate of $17.50 per kilowatt 
year-which is currently charged by 
the Bonneville Power Administration 
throughout the Northwest-the Hells 
Canyon project will not only pay for its 
own construction but will furnish ap
proximately $300,000,000 of revenue, 
which could be used to subsidize recla
mation development in the upper basin. 
The O'Mahoney amendment approves 
five power features of the Mountain 
Home project, involving upper Scriver 
Creek, lower Scriver Creek, Smiths Ferry 
Dam, Smiths Ferry-Scriver Creek Tun
nel, Scriver Creel,{ Dam and Reservoir. 
These constitute the essential power 
phases of the Mountain Hom.e develop
ment, and they would not only pay for 
themselves, but would furnish approxi
mately $45,000,000 of additional power 
revenues. With a combination of Hells 
Canyon Dam and the power features of 
Mountain Home, there would be avail
able approximately $347,000,000, which 
would be available to subsidize the irri
gation development of land in connection 
with the Mountain Home project. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator permit me to make a state
ment in reply to that? 

Mr. ?..!AGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I can well understand 

that it would be impossible to have the 
Mountain Home project without having 
the Hells Canyon project to pay the bills, 
because 90 percent of the irrigation bene
fits of Mountain Home would be charged 
to Hells Canyon. 

So, of course, we must have Hells 
Canyon in order to carry Mountain 
Home. But my point is that we do not 
have to have Mountain Home in order to 
put Hells Canyon into effect. That can 
stand on its own feet. I wonder if it is 
proper to charge Hells Canyon with the 
heavy burden of Mountain Home, in or
der to irrigate more land, when the na
tional land policy is to withdraw land 
from circulation, rather than to add 
more land for cultivation. 

Mr. DWO~SHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yieia? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. If the Senator 

from Illinois should apply that yardstick 
to 1,000,000 acres of land in Washington, 
there would be no irrigation develop
ment there, because I question whether a 
single acre of land could justify its de
velopment if reimbursability were to de
pend entirely upon the ability of the wa
ter user to pay for the investment. 
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Mr. DO{JGLAS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield in order that I may 
reply? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. I was not in the Sen

ate when the central Washington proj
ect was approved. I do not know wheth
er it was sound but, even if matters were 
as the Senator has stated, or even if the 
project were unsound, should we com
pound unsoundness by adding one un
sound project to another? I do not want 
to disturb the happy harmony existing 
among the four Northwestern States, but 
I should like to ask my g0<~d friend from 
Washington if he cannot consider split
ting this project and dropping Mountain 
Home while carrying on Hells Canyon. 
The latter, I think, is a perfectly de
fensible project. 

I can see the pained look that spreads 
over the face of my good friend from 
Idaho, but I am wondering if that is not 
perhaps the best thing to do. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The formula of 
having power pay a part of the cost of 
reclamation projects is not new, . but in 
reclamation a point is reached where the 
cost per acre looks as if it might not be 
justifiable. It so happens, in all fairness, 
that Mounta.in Home was one of the dis
puted projects, but Hells Canyon and 
Mountain Home projects together look 
like sound projects, and repayment will 
be feasible. The Columbia Basin in the 
State of Washington is a sound project. 
We are away ahead of our repayment 
schedule, and all these other projects 
will be away ahead. I am not a member 
of the Committee on Interior and In
sular Affairs. I can see that I have prob
ably made a mistake. I should have 
been a member of the Committee on Ih
terior and Insular Affairs and of the 
Committee on Public Works. I am en
titled to membership on two committees. 
The amendment as submitted to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs does not include Mountain 
Home--. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I congratulate the 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs put in my 
amendment with a certain reservation 
and restriction.-· I cannot accept any 
deletions, because I am not a member 
of either committee. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to 

point out to the Senator from Illinois 
that only the power features of Mountain 
Home projects are authorized in this 
amendment, with the proviso that the 
other features shall await development 
"until the Secretary of the Interior, with 
the approval of the President, has sub
mitted to the Congress a supplemental 
report and finding of feasi"Qility under 
the provisions of the Federal reclama
tion laws, taking into consideration the 
participation of this project in the Co
lumbia Basin account." 

So I stress the point that there is no 
authorization for the reclamation f ea
tures of Mountain Home in the current 
bill, but that it is cantingent upon future 
determination of feasibility by the Sec
retary of the Interior. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. While there is no au

thorization for reclamation projects, 
nevertheless, if the Mountain Home 
project is approved or if the Hells Can
yon project is approved, and we carry on 
the idea of subsidies, there will be eight 
projects which have one single purpose, 
which is irrigation, and they will be sub
sidized. Is not that correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is cor
rect. That. would be the case without 
Hells Canyon. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. There are eight proj
ects which provide only for irrigation 
and for no power possibilities whatso
ever. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know 
whether there are eight of them. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. According to the re- 
port, there are eight of them. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There are probably 
eight. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The report shows eight. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, as I 

take it, the Senator from Idaho is saying 
that it is all right to go ahead with the 
Mountain Home project because we are 
merely making a tentative authorization, 
and we can pull back at any time. As a 
boy I used to read Victorian novels, 
somewhat trashy novels, which sought 
to depict a virtuous maiden led astray 
by men who wished her ill. I would say 
that the Senator from Idaho is holding 
to the beautiful lips of the maiden, 
Financial Solvency, a cup of the drugged 

· wine of authorization, which, if it is 
quaffed, will result in the taxpayers' 
money, to the extent of $253,000,000 going 
down the drain pipe. I know the Sen
ator from Idaho may plead that the first 
drink does not matter, but the first drink 
cf drugged wine does matter. I hope 
he will help to save this beautiful 
maiden--

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Illinois has the maiden in the wrong 
pl~ce. The Senator says a certain 
amount of money is going down the drain 
pipe. That is not correct. He is antici
pating that the money might be there. 
It can only be there when we build the 
Hells Canyon project. When we take 
the whole thing together, the taxpayers' 
money is not goiIJ.g down the drain pipe. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Lower power costs in 
the Northwest will permit a greater de
velopment of industry in the Northwest. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If we had Hells 
Canyon to go into the power pool, that 
would be correct. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to 

point out, for the information of the 
Senator from Illinois, that those who 
advocate development of the Mountain 
Home project, involving subsidies for 
reclamation, are thoroughly aware of the 
fact that the project could not be de
f ended unless it were tied to the Hells 
Canyon development. All the water 
which would be utilized to fill the Hells 
Canyon Dam flows through southern 

Idaho for several hundreds of miles. So 
it is not illogical to contend that if Hells 
Canyon Dam is to be supplied with water 
draining the southern half of Idaho to 
provide revenue with which to. help to 
finance the development of reclamation 
'projects in Idaho; it is a defensible 
proposition. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say · to my 
good friend from Idaho that when I was 
a boy on the farm we had a very strong 
farm horse that carr.ied heavy -leads, but 
I never thought it was .treating the farm 
horse particularly well to burden him 
with such crushing 10ads as -might break 
his back. It-seems to me the Hells Can
yon project is a good project, but why 
load $250,000;000 worth of Mountain 
Home on top-0f it? I take it the Senator 
is aware of the fact that the Bureau of 
the Budget reported on Mcmntain Home 
"in a letter of February 1. I read from 
page 31 of the O'Mahoney :report, as 
follows: · 

Authorization of all irrigation projects 
would be in accord with the program of the 
President with the exception of the Moun
tain Ho~e pro~ect. 

So it is-obvious that the Office of the 
President has obje~ted to the Mountain 
Home project. I am wondering if we 
cannot separate the good from the bad 
by approving Hells Canyon and knock
ing out Mountain Home, saving the tax
payers of the couritrY-and the people 
of Illinois are taxpayers, too, a large 
sum of money. We want the Northwest 

· to flourish, but we do not want to see un
economic projects developed. So, I am 
wondering if we cannot knock out the 
Mountain Home project. I appeal to 
the Benators from that region to do so. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is par
tially correct. The taxpayers vf Illinois 
will not be hurt at all, and if we build the 
Hells Canyon project the Federal Treas
ury will receive a little more money. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 1 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. As the Senator will 

probably recall, both the bill recom
mended by the committee and the bill 
which the Senator from Oregon expects 
to offer as -a substitute have elim
inated--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Have eliminated 
the Mountain Home project; yes. 

Mr. CORDON. They have eliminated 
that portion of the Mountain Home proj
ect which provides for the irrigation fea
ture~. to which the Bureau of the Budget 
took exception. There is only a condi
tional authorization, providing that the 
irrigation portion of the Mountain Home 
project will be authorized only if the Sec
retary of the Interior and the President, 
after a report from the President's Of
ficial Commission on Water Resources. 
Policy, report feasibility with reference 
to that portion of the project. Both 
amendments carry that provision. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
What I wished to point out was that my 
original proposal for the Columbia River 
Basin did not include the Mountain 
Home project. The Bureau of the 
Budget had disapproved the Mountain 
Home project. The Committee on In
terior ·and Insular Affairs, again taking 
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the original proposal, which had in it · 
some portions of the Mountain Home 
project, together with these restrictions, 
put it in the bill. It was attached to the 
bill. I am now trying to get · the situa
tion cleared up because the bulk of th~ 
bill includes the basin account, which is 
so vital, in my opinion, to the whole 
northwestern area, as well as to these 
other projects. My position on the 
Mountain Home project is that I can
not accept .an amendment to have it 
eliminated. The committee has acted 
on it with reservations. Of course, an 
amendment could be presented by the 
Senator from Illinois on that feature of 
the proposed amendment. 

Mr. DOUGLAS and Mr. DWORSHAK 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator yield; and if so, to whom? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield first to the 
Senator from Illinois. 

Mt. DOUGLAS. I send to the desk an 
amendment which is designed to do just 
what the Senator suggests. On page 2 
of the O'Mahoney proposal, my amend
ment proposes to strike out lines 3 
through 15, and thus to eliminate the 
Mountain Home project. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the·. Senator from Washington yield on 
that point? 

Mr. MAGNUEON. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to 

answer the Senator from Illinois. It 
has already been pointed .out that by the' 
proposed development of about a million · 
acres of arid land in central Washington 
there will probably be a subsidy of about 
four or five hundred dollars, if not more, 
per acre. The Senator from Illinois has 
pointed out as the RECORD shows, that 
the proposed development of the Hells 
Canyon Dam would yield probably three 
or four hundred million dollars of sur
plus revenue, which would be derived 
from the operation of its power facili
ties. Does the Senator contend .that it 
is more reasonable to divert that power 
revenue to thousands of acres in central 
Washington than it is to use the same 
funds to subsidize reclamation in Idaho, 
which furnishes the water resources with 
which to operate the Hells Canyon power 
plant? I cannot see the justice of the 
position which is taken by the Senator 
from Illinois in wishing to divert reve
nue to central Washington for subsidy 
purposes, but to withhold it from the 
Mountain Home project. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may 
I reply to the Senator from Idaho? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I should like to 
reply first. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. If I rep1y correctly, 
the Senator from Washington can back 
me up. . 

Mr. MAGNUSON . . The Senator from 
Idaho knows, of course, that the revenue 
is not going to the State of Washington. 
It is going to all irrigation projects in 
the Columbia River Basin, including the 
State of Washington, which now has a 
separate project, Grand Coulee. I be
lieve in the principle of having it go to 
all the areas in the five States, even 
down to Utah, if necessary, because I be
lieve the development of the West is 
predicated upon the development of 
water for irrigation, power, and recla-

mation. I now yield to the Senator from 
Illinois. 
. Mr. DOUGLAS. I must reply to my 

good friend from Idaho on the point he 
has raised. I am not certain whether 
the 1934 policy of using power revenues 
from Grand Coulee for irrigation in cen
tral Washington was or was not correct. 
I was not a Member of the Senate when 
that decision was made. However, it 
was done, and it is my information that 
the extra cost of irrigating the land is 
borne by Grand Coulee, and that it will 
not be borne by Hells Canyon. Now we 
are faced with a question of fact regard
ing Hells Canyon and Mountain Home, 
and it has b~en developed that the sub
sidy from Hells Canyon to Mountain 
Home will be approximately $180,000,000, 
at least. If that subsidy were not given, 
then either one of two things might hap
pen: Either, first, the power rates all 
over the Northwest could be reduced-be
low what they otherwise will be-and a 
lower rate would result in further devel
oping industry in the Northwest-or sec
ond, if the power rates are not reduced, 
a greater revenue would come to the 
Federal Government. Of course, I 
should be very happy to see these proj
ects not merely pay for themselves but 
contribute net revenues to the Treasury, 
and thus help to reduce the national 
deficit. 

I know that the Senator from Idaho 
shares my concern about the mounting 
Federal deficit, and that he would wel
come such a windfall as this to the Fed
eral Treasury, which would make our 

· financial problems of the future much 
easier. Therefore it would seem that the 
Mountain Home project is not justified, 
although the Hells Canyon project, as I 
have repeatedly said, seems to be a very 
good one. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator fr0m Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. I am so strongly in 
accord with the position taken by the 
junior Senator from Illinois that I dis
like even to attempt to add anything to 
what he has so ably said, but I do .de
sire to call his attention, and the atten
tion of the senior Senator from Wash
ington, and the Senator from Idaho, to 
the fact that the Senator from Illinois 
has for once gotten his figures wrong. 
They are much smaller than the actual 
facts would justify, because, as a mat
ter of fact, if he will look on page 1 7, 
where the Mountain Home project is 
broken down, he will find that the total 
reimbursable cost of the Mountain Home 
irrigation project out of power revenues 
is $177,250,000, which, distributed over 
the 192,000 acres, which is what is in
volved, comes to about $900 an acre of 
subsidy, instead of the four or five hun
dred dollars that was mentioned in an 
earlier report some years ago, at which 
time probably the cost · factors were 
much different from what they are now. 
The figures in the report clearly show
and undoubtedly this was one of the 
reasons why the Bureau of the Budget 
took strongly the position it did take
that the subsidy would amount to about 
$900 an acre if this project went through 
as it is included in the bill. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sena
tor from Idaho. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to 
point out that only a few weeks ago this 
august body approved a project develop
ment in central Arizona involving $1,700 
an a~re of subsidy for irrigation. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. And may I point out 
that I voted against that project. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah. , 
Mr~ WATKINS. I am very much in

terested in this discussion, b~cause of the 
points of view which are presented. We 
now have the Senator from Illinois pre
senting the point of view that the Fed
eral Government apparently should be 
in the business of making revenue from 
power, and also that the formula which 
has been followed, or which at least has 
been started, in the direction of making 
a river system self-supporting, with the 
rennue from the river system used to 
build the river system, is to be aban
doned. 

I point out that in the West the con
sumptive use of water is the most im
portant use. The power is absolutely 
worthless if there is not water for a com
munity, for industry, homes, and farms. 
In the West water is so highly regarded 
that it is made a crime to waste it. One 
is penalized if he is given the right to 
use water and does not use it. If he does 
not use it for 5 years, he is deprived of 
the use of it. So in the arid West
and the tendency has been strongly in 
this direction all the time-everything 
should be done to put to a beneficial use, 
under consumptive use projects, every 
drop of water that is feasible. 

There are many irrigation projects in 
the West which, standing alone as little 
spots near a river, would not b~ at all 
f aasible, and might cos~ $500 an acre
and some have cost that much. Using 
the income which will come from the 
over-all development on the river, every 
one of the projects will be feasible; there 
will be people to use the power; and 
cities ·and towns will be developed, be
cause the citizens will have the water for 
consumptive use. 

As a westerner, I resent the idea that 
comas from so many people not from 
the West who say, "Well,"you are getting 
subsidies for this and that, and you are 
increasing competition with other crops." 
I remind the Senate that this country 
is increasing its population by about 12,-
000,000 in 10 years, and we must have 
some long-range planning regarding the 
use of land in the United States. Most 
of the lands mentioned by the Senator 
from Illinois are marginal lands. They 
are not the kind of land found in the 
West, which, if water is turned onto 
them, will produce the most abundant 
crops in the world, and which for the 
most part are not <-ompetitive crops. 

Looking over the period to come, as I 
have said, there will be a 12,000,000 pop
ulation increase within each 10-year pe
riod, and we are going to need every bit 
of the development· sought. It will be 
many years before these projects become 
productive, and if we do not go ahead 



1950 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5033 
now, someone in the future will say, 
"Who was so blind in the past as not to 
plan for this increase in population?" 
There cannot be people there unless 
there are homes, and there cannot be 
homes unless water is made available for 
consumptive purposes. 

I hope the Senator will read the 
speech I made yesterday on this very 
theme. One of the things I proposed in 
that speech was that the people living 
there who are going to repay, by their 
patronage, the costs either of the water 
or of ihe power should in the end have 
the control of these resources, and the 
resources should be used for the devel
opment of the area. 

Power is not entitled to have any spe
cific subsidy given to it either. It will 
receive a subsidy if the irrigation proj
ects are not built, although the power, 
as I pointed out, would not be of great 
benefit unless the Gther irrigation proj
ects are included. They go hand in 
hand. It is absolutely necessary to have 
the consumptive use of water along with 
the power development. 

In the 1944 Flood Control Act Con
gress adopted a policy to give priority to 
consumptive uses over all other uses. 
That is the national policy. 

Personally, I am in favor or the basin 
account idea. However, in the bill in
troduced by me I have substituted for 
the Federal Government or a Federal 
agency, an agency set up by the people 
in the area concerned. I insist that the 
resources of the areas should be used for 
the development of the areas. There is 
no sense, and it is not in accordance with 
sound American policies over the years, 
to say that the Federal Government 
ought to take over these remaining re
sources and make a profit out of them. 
That has not been done in the Middle 
West, and it has not been done in the 
East. All such resources in the Middle 
East and in the East have been devel
oped under the private-enterprise sys
tem. It is not very consistent to go into 
the West and say, "You must build these 
projects su they will bring revenue to the 
Federal Government." 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I may say to the 
Senator from Utah that I suggested two 
alternative~ in the power rates from 
Hells Canyon: Either lower rates so that 
the users of the Northwest would pay 
only for Hells Canyon but not for Hells 
Canyon plus Mountain Home, or, if it 
were desired to maintain a higher rate, 
to make a net contribution to the Treas
ury out of the investment of the Federal 
Government. But I did not insist upon 
the second alternative. I would be per
fectly willing to have the first alterna
tive, and have power pay for Hells Can
yon, but not to load Hells Canyon with 
the uneconomic project of Mountain 
Home. I do not see why we should have 
to take both together. We can instead 
take one without the other. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Unfortunately the 
word "subsidy" was used. There is no 
subsidy involved at all; there is no sub
sidy from the Government whatsoever. 
Even Mountain Home coupled with Hells 
Canyon represents nothing but a loan. 
The moneys furnished for all these proj .. 
ects are nothing but loans. I have 
stated again and again that we are far 

ahead of our repayment schedule. In the 
Yakima Valley 2 years ago we celebrated 
the repayment of the first irrigation 
project loan in the United States, made 
on the Teton project. That loan has 
been paid off with interest. All the bonds· 
have been paid off. The Federal Gov
ernment has been paid back every dime 
it has loaned, and the project has con
tributed 20 times the loan in taxes and 
in developments in the project. 

What we are now considering is a loan. 
It is not a subsidy. Of course, what the 
Senator from Illinois says is correct to 
this extent, that if we build Hells Canyon 
without Mountain Home it would mean 
that the revenues from Hells Canyon 
which would go into a basin account 
would help pay for all other irrigation 
projects. Nine hundred dollars is not a 
great deal of money per acre of irrigated. 
land. In the West there are many piece3 
of land whic:b. are worth more than $900 
per acre irrigated. I know many places 
where I should like to be able to secure 
land for $900 per acre irrigated. 

I do not know too much about the 
Mountain Home project, that is as to the · 
value of the land there. As I said, it was 
not contained in my original amend
ment. The committee )ncluded it. As 
the able Senator from Utah said, the 
people in our section of the country can 
take these various projects, lump them 
together, and have a comprehensive, ef
fective development. The money re
ceived from the Hells Canyon project 
would not come back to the Treasury, 
and of course we would strongly oppose 
any suggestion that we should build 
dams in the West to make money for the 
Federal Governrrient. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. What happens to the 
interest earned on these Federal power 
projects in the West? Does that come 
back to the Federal Government or is it 
used for additional irrigation purposes? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It comes back to 
the Federal Government. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. In the case of Hells 
Canyon, is the interest earned to be used 
to help develop additional irrigation 
projects, or does it come back to the Fed
eral Government? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It comes back to 
the Treasury. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is there any ear
marking of the interest which is earned 
so that it shall only be used for added 
irrigation projects? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; none whatso .. 
ever. · 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, if I 
may have the attention of the Senator 
from Illinois, I should like to illustrate 
how cooperation is nec-essary to bring 
about the development of western 
streams. On an irrigation system there 
may be water users all the way up the 
valley from the head of the irrigation 
canal perhaps 25 or 50 miles to the end. 
It requires the cooperation of all these 
people for the entire distance in order 
to make the project feasible. Those on 
tl1e upper end of the canal where the 
tvater is taken out of the stream probably 
would have very little expense, and they 
are helping to subsidize those at the lower 
end. But in order to have the develop
ment at all they must all get together 
and must pool their expenses and each 

pay a share in order · to bring about a 
successful project. 

Let me point out also in connection 
with the problem the Senator from Flor
ida has just mentioned, that there are 
projects in the eastern section of the 
United States on which subsidies are re
ceived. I have in mind one project in 
Florida which I visited only recently. It 
is a very clever project. I voted for the 
establishment of the project, and I be
lieve in it. In Flo.rida there is a lake 
named Okeechobee. The country there 
is flat. The lake is a fresh water lake. 
Many heavy winds come, which blow the 
water out of the lake, and over onto the 
flat land. So dikes have been built to 
keep the water in the lake. I found out 
concerning this project, that pumps are 
used to pump water off the land into the 
lake. So there has been built what is 
called a conservation system. In the 
West we call them reservoirs. The water 
as I said, is pumped behind the dikes 
and kept there. I noticed that the pumps 
were reversible. Drains are cut through 
the soil. I said "What do you do with 
the drains?" I was told that when the 
water gets low and the water table has 
descended to the point where crops do 
not grow quite so well, the gates are re
versed and the pumps are reversed and 
the water is pumped out again through 
the drains. I said, "That is what we call 
irrigation". But they told me, we do not 
run the water over the surface of the 
land. They run it through the land, un
der the land. That is what we call sub .. 
irrigation. 

Mr. President, as I said, the people 
there do not pay for that project. The 
Federal Government . puts up all the 
money for those projects. The local peo
ple spend some money on the farm lands, 
but there is no contract entered into to 
repay anything to the United States. 

In the West we repay all that is loaned 
to us. We repay the principal and we 
pay interest. Personally I think the 
Florida project is a good one. I believe 
the Congress made a mistake in not ap
propriating the money to finish or to 
repair a dike which is in bad condition 
there, because a cyclone may come and 
blow the water out of the lake and onto 
the adjacent land and ruin the farms. 

Mr. President, spread all over the 
United States there are irrigation and 
reclamation projects such as the proj
ect in Florida. I am no: criticizing that 
project. But I am pointing out to the 
Senate that in Florida, and in other sec
tions of the United States, outside the 
arid West, many subsidies are paid for 
similar projects, which benefit private 
individuals, on which no one pays any
thing back except through taxes. Every 
time a flood-control project is built on 
one of the big rivers water is being put 
back ihto the river and being kept in 
the river. Why? So the people up and 
down the banks of the river can operate 
their farms, so the lands will be worth 
something, so the cities will be habitable 
and business will be as good as ever, and 
continue to grow. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are all for that. 
Mr. WATKINS. We are all for that, 

and have been for years. But in the 
West we want to get- the water out of 
the rivers on to the land, so it may bP-
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put to a beneficial use. We have agreed 
to repay the principal of the money fur
nished for such projects. We do it and 
have been doing it. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
think it might be well at this point to 
place in the RECORD the Federal expendi
tures for water conservation and control 
projects from 1824 to 1948, inclusive, in 
the various parts of the country. 

The upper Mississippi Valley States 
received $124,000,000. The repayable 
investment is zero. Nonrepayable 
amount is $124,000,000. Repayment is 
zero. 

Lower Mississippi Valley States, $362,-
000,000. The repayable investment is ' 
$66,000,000. The nonrepayable amount 
is $296,000,000. So the repayment 
schedule is 18 percent. 

Eastern Seaboard States, which in
clude Florida, $96,000,000. The repay
able amount to the Federal Government 
is $7,000,000. Eighty-nine million dol
lars is nonrepayable. · So they pay bacl{ 
7 percent. ·we have a proposal here 
which guarantees repayment of more 
than 90 percent for the development of 
the areas. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. It seems to me that 

we have come a considerable distance 
from the Columbia Basin. First, I want 
to address my remarks to the Senator 
from Utah, whose help I have appre
ciated greatly in connection with the 
Florida flood-control program. I am 
glad he had the chance to observe that 
program in operation. I am sorry that 
he did not get a completely accurate 
idea of what is going on there. The only 
money the Federal Government has in
vested there up to this present program 
is for the building of the levees around 
Lake Okeechobee. The State of Florida 
and the local subdivisions of govern
ment have put up $29,000,000 in connec
tion with all the canals which the Sen
ator saw, the pumping facilities, ahd the 
various other activities which he found 
there, and, in addition, many millions 
of dollars have been invested by the 
owners of the land. 

I will say before leaving that point, 
that flood control there is the matter in 
which the Federal Government has been 
interested heretofore, and in which it 
is still interested. Flood control is a 
100-percent Federal activity. We need 
flood control because in Florida 2,500 
lives of American citizens have been lost; 
300 lives were lost in one storm and 
2,200 lives were lost ·in another storm. 
I am sure all Senators who visited that 
section of the country saw the places 
where those terrible and tragic losses of 
life occurred. 

Twenty million dollars is all the Fed
eral Government has ever invested up 
to the current program, and that is for 
the levees around Lake Okeechobee, 
whereas the amounts expended by the 
State and local governments and the 
local taxpayers greatly exceeded that 
sum. 

With reference to the program now 
under way-and then I shall leave this 
project--let me say that the Corps of 
Engineers in working out the details of 

the present program, in which the Sen
ator from Utah has been so helpful, was 
very careful to break down the entire 
expenditures required, so as to show the 
expenditures required for flood control 
and navigation-of which the Federal 
Government, by well-established policy, 
pays 100 percent-and the expenditures. 
required for the improvement of the 
lands. Insofar as Florida is concerned, 
we were required to pay 100 percent of 
all of that portion of the expenditures 
for the pending project which has to 
do with making possible better agricul
tural use of the land. Not one penny was 
given to us in that connection; but, to 
th~ contrary, as the Senator will re
member, we. are required to pay 18 % 
percent of the construction costs and 
all the maintenance costs thereafter, 
amounting to a total of about 38 per
cent of the entire cost of the project. 

However, I think that is neither here 
nor there in regard to this matter. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Public Works, I have tried to ex9,mine 
from the standpoint of the value of the 
project .to the· Nation as a whole, every 
project which has come before the com
mittee. I believe the Senator will be 
agreeable to stating that is the case. I 
certainly have noted that attitude in con
nection with his own position. 

In connection with this pending mat
ter, I think the RECORD should show that 
a subsidy is involved in this particular 
program, in that it is proposed-and if I 
am incorrect, I hope the Senator from 
Washington or the Senator from Utah 
will correct me-under the amendment 
now being debated, that no interest shall 
be repaid during the long period of time 
in which the cost of the dam will be 
amortized; but, to the contrary, the Fed
eral Government will be repaid the 
principal of its investment; and the in
terest-amounting to a tremendous sum 
of money, to more than $1,000,000,000, I 
believe,. in connection with the pending 
amendment--will be available in connec
tion with certain reclamation projects. 

Let me say that I have risen to make 
two points: first, that a subsidy is in
volved, and that it amounts to millions 
of dollars. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, let 
me correct the Senator before he pro
ceeds further. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Very well. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, the in

terest will be paid and should be Paid on 
all power projects. Interest will not be 
paid on reclamation projects, because it 
never has been. 

Mr. HOLI,AND. But the interest on 
the power projects would be available to 
finance the reclamation projects. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It Will be available 
only to the Treasury, 

Mr. HOLLAND. It would be paid to the 
Treasury; but in the "Basin account" it 
would be shown as available for making 
payments on reclamation projects. Am 
I correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, but only in the 
"Basin account." 

Mr. HOLLAND. That is the point I 
am mating. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Congress would 
have to pass on it. 

Mr. HOLLAND. My second point is 
this: Perhaps that i3 sound policy. I 
am not prepared to say it is unsound. I 
have been studying, as has the Sen;:i.tor 
from Utah, the program for the Colum
bia Valley Administration; and already 
we have spent hundreds of hours in 
listening to testimony Qn it. No doubt 
that is one of the features which may be 
involved in the program. Regardle:3 of 
whether it is involved in the program, or 
whether it is involved in this bill, still 
the question is whether it is a sound 
and proper program and founded on a 
proper philosophy. 

It seems to me that before this pro
gram has been acted upon by the Public 
Works Committee, which has such a 
tremendous stake ia this particular 
point, and which itself has helped to 
provide, by having approved, projects 
which later have been voted by the Con
gress for the construction of most of the 
power dams, the committ.ee should have 
a chance to check into the desirability 
of such a program as a permanent policy 
on the part of the Nation. 

It is for that reason that I object so 
strongly to this .amendment, because it 
proposes to prejudge and to say in ad
vance what shall be done on this point, 
although the propo~ J has not been sub
ject.;J to the searching analysis which is 
required, and inasmuch as this pro
gram-regardless of whether we use the 
word "subsidy" in connection with it-
involve- the forgiveness of large amounts 
of Federal Government moneys for the 
creation of reclamation projects. Per
haps that will prove to be the proper and 
the sound national policy. If so, Sena
tors will not find a regional view taken 
insofar ·as the Senator from Florida is 
concerned. 

Let me call attention to the fact that 
'three able Senators from the very area 
which is affected are themselves mem
bers of the Public Works Committee, 
namely, the Senator from Utah [Mr. 
WATKINS], who is a very valuable mem
ber of the committee; the Senator from 
Washington [Mr. CAIN], who · I believe 
is the ranking minority member of the 
committee; and the Senator from 
Nevada [Mr. MALONE]. Certainly with 
three Senators from that area of the 
country on the committee, we may ex
pect to get a fair representation there of 
what are regarded by the good people of 
that section of the country as being 
sound from their point of view and as 
serving their interests. 

The only point I make at this stage, 
Mr. President-and I apologize to the 
Senator from Washington for having 
taken so much of his time-is that I 
think we are being asked to prejudge a 
matter which should be subjected to 
searching analysis because it involves a 
proposed new policy which, by and large, 
involves billions of dollars of Federal 
money; and it is proposed to tack it on 
to the pending omnibus flood-control and 
rivers-and-harbors bill as a rider which 
does not come from the committee which 
drew up the bill. On the contrary, it 
comes from another committee; and in 
this instance, it come in some respects, 
at least, a<;lversely to the recommenda
tions of tbe Bureau of the Budget, which 
recommended against inclusion at t!lis 
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stage of the ,Mountain Home project, 
which is so expensive. 

I apologize to the Senator. Certainly 
I want the Senator from Utah to under
stand that the Senator from Florida is 
not going to consider this matter as one 
which is of interest only to the north
western region .of the country. To the 
contrary, the Senator from Florida will 
consider this matter from a national 
viewpoint. He will consider it likewise 
from the viewpoint of giving the fullest 
recognition to the wishes and needs and 
desires and legitimate ambitions of the 
fine American people who live in that 
area. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, 
when the Senator talks about subsidies, 
let me say this ·plan is not one calling 

-for a subsidy from the Federal Govern
ment at all. The projects we are talk
ing about-projects throughout the Na
tion, whether in Florida, Delaware, Illi
nois, or elsewhere-are projects for 
which we always vote. After all, Mr. 
President, what is flood control in Flor
ida, flood control for which Florida pays 
nothing back? It is nothing but the re
claiming of land. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Would the Senator 
regard the loss. of 2,500 lives as having 
any direct relationship to the reclaim
ing of land? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, yes; there is 
no question about that. But I say that 
for the chief part the purpose of flood
control projects is to reclaim land, so 
that people can live there. Reclamation 
projects have the same purpose, namely, 
the reclaiming of land. 

However, when we come forward now 
with a proposal by which we will pay 
back every dime-and in this case we 
will pay back at least more than 90 per
cent of the money-we are met with con
siderable opposition. In other cases, in
volving the reclaiming of land, some
times no money at all is repaid. 

Therefore, when subsidies are men
tioned, it seems to me that many of the 
reclamation projects are really subsi
dies, whereas we are merely ai;;king for 
a loan. The investment by the Federal 
Government of a great deal of money is 
not involved in this matter, for the Fed
eral Government will be reimbursed, 
whereas in the reelamation cases I have 
mentioned, the money invested hai;; not 
been returned to the Federal Govern-
111ent. Nevertheless, I am in favor of 
those projects. 

I have been in Congress for 14 years, 
and I have never yet voted against a 
flood-conti'ol project, whether in Florida 
or along the lower Missi~sippi, or wher
ever it might be. I have voted in favor 
of them, because I think they are good 
projects. However, ill" voting for them, 
I did so with the knowledge that none 
of the money would come back to the 
Federal Government. Nevertheless, I 
voted for them because, as has been 
stated by the Senator from Florida, I 
knew it was in the interest of the wel
fare of the people to reclaim or, in ef
fect, create land on which people could 
live·. 

At this time we in the· West ask for 
this authority so as to be able to develop 
the West and to enable people to malrn 
homes, but we say we will pay back to 

the Federal Government every nickel, 
Nevertheless, we encounter opposition. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 
the Senator from Washington yield to 
the Senator from Utah? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. WATKINS. Let me point out that 

many of the flood-control projects and 
reclamation projects in the West are tied 
in with safety and flood control and the 
reclaiming of lands, all at the same time. 
That is true on the Columbia River. 
There have been some bad floods on the 
Columbia, and lives have been lost on 
such occasions. The reservoirs are built 
for the storage of water, so that the wa
ter will be available for use at times when 
the rivers are low and when water would 
not normally be available; but the pur
pose of the reservoirs also is to protect 
the _people who live along the lower part 
of the Columbia River. So both pur
poses are tied in together, in ihe same 
way as in connection with the flood-con
trol project on Lake Okeechobee. 
- However, I think the Sena tor has 

overlooked the fact that in the case of 
most of the reclamation projects in the 
West, when the water is taken from the 
main canal, the landowners build their 
own laterals; they take care of their own 
land; they reclaim the land. They have 
to apply the water to the land; they 
have to build their own ditches or lat
erals in order to get the water ori the 
land. In my State the landowners go 
to the dam and take the water at that 
point; and they are responsible for get
ting the water from that point to their 
land. 

In the case of the Lake Okeechobee 
project, the dike was built around the 
lake in order to keep the water in the 
iake, and to have a place into which to 
pump water from the land. Thereafter 
it was found that as a practical matter · 
it was a good thing to make it possible 
!Or the water to be taken from the lake, 
to be used for irrigation purposes. Why 
should not those who use the water for 
those purposes pay the cost of taking 
the water from the lake for agricultural 
purposes, just as we in the West do? 
·Why should they not improve their own 
land? 

The point has been stated very well by 
the Senator from Florida, when he said 
that it is a matter of reclaiming land. 
Certainly the land around Lake Okee
choJee would not . be worthy very much 
to any of the people who live in that area 
unless the dike were constructed. So, ac
tually, the building of the dike at the 
expense of the Fecleral Government has 
benefited, to the extent of millions of 
dollars, the people who live in that area. 
The dike makes their land available for 
agricultural use. I think that is good, 
and that is why I voted for it. Never
theless, I have discovered now that irri- · 
gation is no longer confined to the West. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course, in the 
case of this project, all of the money 
would be paid back to the Federal Gov
ernment. 

M~·. WATKINS. That is true. 
Mr. President, I was saying that today 

irrigation is no longer confined to the 
West, for irrigation projects are being 

developed in other sections of the 
country. 

If the Senator will consider the whole 
Columbia Basin as one system, he will 
realize that there is absolutely no sub
sidy· for the Mountain Home project or 
for any of the other projects, because 
the power revenues which will be real
ized when that basin is developed will 
be more than sufficient to pay for the 
construction of every irrigation project 
which is at all feasible, under any find
ing of feasibility in connection with eco
nomics or engineering, and will be suffi
cient to pay back in full, 100 percent, the 
entire cost of all the power dams and 
the distribution systems. 

Moreover, after that period has passed, 
after all the reimbursable costs have 
been repaid to the Federal Government, 
in connection with the loan the Fed
eral Government makes-and it is a 
loan, not an investment-there will be 
sufficient revenues, if it is desired to pay 
interest from that time on, for another 
40 years, to do so. 

In the meantime, the United States 
will receive hundreds of millions, if not 
billions of dollars of income taxes from 
the incomes which are made possible by 
the great development. As a national 
policy, it is a wonderful policy, and the 
crops grown there do not on the whole 
compete with the crops grown elsewhere 
in the United States. We cannot grow 
grain under irrigation-that is, econom
ically, successfully-because it is too 
costly; so we do not compete with wheat, 
we do not compete with corn. We do 
bring in dairy and other products, in
cluding vegetable and what not. · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mostly of fruit. 
Mr. ·WATKINS. Fruit, of course, is 

included. There is no argument against 
irrigation on the basis that the crops 
grown compete with those of other sec
tions. There is no argument -against it 
when we take the long-range view and 
consider the land use and the provision 
made for millions of Americans not yet 
born. There is no competition when it 
comes to the· development of industry, 
because industries are needed the coun
try over; they are needed in the West, in 
fact, they are what we in that area need 
most. Where are the millions of pro
sp2citve citizens going to live? Cer
tainly in the East there are not resources 
sufficient to .support ·such an increase 
any more. There is no more farm land 
for them in the East. Those who want 
to be farmers must necessarily go west, 
and irrigation is the only means to de
velop farms. Now, if we could sit down 
and compare--

Mr. MAGNUSON. As a matter of 
fact, is it not possible, if these projects 
could be worked out with a group of pri
vate individuals-which it cannot be; it 
is not practicable-that practically all 
the necessary bonds could be sold and 
the revenue would cover the repayment? 

Mr. WATKINS. The only difficulty 
would be, of course, ·the length of the 
amortization period and the immensa 
sums involved. Private investors would 
not have sufficient capital, even if they 
wanted to undertake the development. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would be impos
sible to find a private group that would 
be able to carry the load. · 
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Mr. WATKINS. And they would have 

to carry it for 75 to 100 years or whatever 
the period may be. When the over-all 
r4ver basin is· considered, there is abso
lutely no substitute for action by the 
Government. That is the only way it 
will be possible to develop the West. It 
is necessary for the Government to loan 
money to construct such projects if the 
West is to grow. It is a question of 
whether there is a desire that the West 
should grow. I am perfectly willing to 
vote for power projects, but when I find 
there are irrigation projects along with 
them, my present attitude is that there 
should be a requirement of repayment 
on such projects for whatever irrigation 
benefits are derived, and on exactly the 
same terms that were applied in the 
case of projects in Utah. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. r merely want to 
add that the projects existing and au
thorized under the amendment will pay 
into the Treasury an estimated amount 
of more than $2,000,000,000 in interest 
alone, and the absolute maximum which 
could be used for irrigation subsidies, 

. even as suggested in the pending bill, 
has been $800,000,000. 

Mr. WATKINS. I do not quite under
stand the Senator's statement. 

Mr. ·MAGNUSON. The projects, exist
ing and authorized by the amendment, 
would pay into the Treasury, over the 
period of repayment, in excess of $~ ,000,-
000,000 in interest, while. the absolute 
maximum to be used for irrigation sub
sidies over that period which has ever 
been suggested is only $800,000,000. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. When is that going to 

happen? · 
Mr. MAGNUSON. As soon as the 

projects are put into operation. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. In . 

the meantime, the people of the United 
States will have to advance the money 
with which to develop the projects, will 
they not? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. And in the meantime, 

the people of the United States will have 
to pay interest on the money, although 
it is expected that eventually it may 
turn out as the Senator has stated. Is 
not that correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It has happened. 
Existing projects are paying back now. 
Of course, the money is not advanced 
all at once, and it is repaid over a period 
of years. On a dam such as Hells Can
yon it would take approximately 60 years. 
There would only be a portion repaid 
every Year from the moment the first 
generator turns. Coulee started, I think, 
to pay back in 3 years. Only half the 
money had been advanced. It has kept 
paying, and additional generators have 
been installed. All the generators have 
not been installed at Coulee, but it is pay
ing, and it will pay more when the 12 
generators are installed. Only 9 or 10 
have been installed, with 3 more to go 
in. Such projects start paying almost 
immediately. This project, of course, is 
a project by itself, and would have to 
apply to the Appropriations Committe~ 
for funds. 

In regard to the payment of interest, 
a matter which I think ought to be made 
clear, the amendment provides--and 
this is according to the version which 
was worked out by the budget, the De
partment of the Interior, the Bureau of 
Reclamation, and the Army engineers-
quoting from page 7 of the amendment: 

In maintaining the Columbia "Basin ac
count" and in setting rates for the sale of 
power and energy, the Secretary of the In
terior shall take into consideration, for all 
properties covered by the Columbia "Basin 
account," the application of interest on the 
unpaid balances of the Federal investment / 
allocated to power to the ret urn of costs 
properly allocable to purposes other than 
power, but assigned for return from power 
revenues, to the same ext ent that applica
tion of interest on power investment to the 
return of such costs may be taken into con
sideration under the Federal reclamation 
laws. 

The amendment does not change any 
laws. All it does is to set up a bookkeep
ing account. The reclamation laws are 
not touched or changed in any way. 
Every pr oject must come before Con
gress for its review by the Appropria
tions Committee. If a project is not 
feasible, the committee will reject it. 

Mr. WATKINS and Mr. CAIN ad
dressed the Chair. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. ·I will yield first to 
my colleague, who has been waiting for 
some time. 

Mr. CAIN. I thank the Senator. I do 
not know that I can help my colleague 
at the moment. The Senator from Utah, 
a few moments ago, expressed the hope 
that the rest of the Nation would like to 
see the Northwest expand, develop, and 
grow, resulting in more homes and a 
greater population. I have every reason 
to believe that the rest of the country 
will continue to help us in the Northwest 
as they have so immensely helped us in 
the realization of our ambitions in the 
past: But I feel we ought to be certain 
of a proper definition of the terms we 
are using in order that we in the Pacific 
Northwest may be extraordinarily frank 
with those to whom we turn for assist
ance for our programs and the realiza
tion of our dreams. 
· As I understand the "Basin account," 
it merely establishes a future policy to 
the effect that money which is horrowed 
from the Federal Government for use in 
the Northwest shall be loaned to us with
out any service charge. If I am in error, 
I want someone to correct me. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a moment, that I 
may make an explanation? 

Mr. CAIN. Please do. 
Mr. WATKINS. I think there has 

been some misunderstanding as to the 
net effect of the interest component. 

Mr. CAIN. I am sure the Senator will 
agree with me that now is the time to 
clear it up, because a number of other 
Senators who are presently interested 
are not here, and they will want to know 
the facts. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I may say to the 
Senator from Washington, I attempted, 
1n a statement which I have not yet con
cluded, to give the best explanation I 
could of what the amendment actually 
means. But I should be glad to yield for 

a moment to my colleague, who can make 
a much better explanation. 

Mr. CAIN. May I ask whether my 
colleague objects to my effort to clarify 
the point at this time? 

:Mr. MAGNUSON. No, indeed. 
Mr. WATKINS. My understanding is 

the interest component is that the inter
est charged against the project must be 
used in figuring the rates for the sale of 
power. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The interest rate is 
3 percent. 

Mr. WATKINS. Yes; 3 percent. That 
money actually finally gets back into the 
Treasury of the United States, but it is 
earmarked. It is earmarked, and is still 
reclamation money. It is used by reap
propriation again to help the irrigation 
project. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Congress 
sees fit to appropriate the money from 
that bookkeeping entry to an irrigation 
project. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is true. But 
nevertheless, it is earmarked, and up to 
date I think it has all been used for irri
gation. That is what I wanted to point 

- out. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. I think that 

is so. The 3-percent interest can be used 
for irrigation projects. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is correct. It 
goes to help those projects. It is a part 
of the picture. In other words, the rep
resentatives of the United States, or 
whoever is conducting the operation, 
are told that they must charge enough 
for the power to provide for operation 
and maintenance, first, for the amortized 
payments, and they must then add in
terest; and the rates will be fixed on that 
basis. It is comparable to what would 
ordinarily be done in private business. 
In other words, there is no place for a 
profit, but there is interest, which goes 
into the Treasury, where, as I under
stand from the opinion of the Solicitor 
of the Department of the Interior, it is 
earmarked for reclamation, and is con
sidered to be reclamation money. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is, if and 
when Congress, through the Appropria
tions Committees, approves a certain pro
ject; and it does not change the law. 
Congress may never approve of an irri
gation proj2ct to be charged to that 
booklrneping entry of 3 percent, but the 
necessity of the 3 percent is to show 
what is made; and, as the Senator says, 
it is very important in rate making. 

Mr. WATKINS. That is in brief the 
reason for it. I should like to observe 
that while I am sfrong for the principle 
of the "Basin account," I am not so sure 
that I am ·going to vote for the entire 
amendment. I am for the individual 
projects, out if the Senator heard my 
statement yesterday, h..; knows I have 
worked on what I have considered to be 
a substitute for this program, by way of 
something better. I do not want to com
promise myself by urging any Senator to . 
vote for something which would inter
fere with a program I think is necessary 
for the West in connection with reclll.
mation and flood projects. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena
tor. 
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Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, if my col

leagues will permit me to ask a question, 
yesterday both of us, as well as other 
Senators understood in the same sense 
the terms we are using. If the basin 
account were approved by the Senate, 
would it not mean that in the future, 
with respect to all dams to be constructed 
on the Columbia River and its tributar
ies, the capital cost of those dams would 
be returned to the Federal Treasury? 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. CAIN. Would it not also mean 

that a 3 percent interest charge, which, 
until this time, has been repaid to the 
Federal Treasury, would in the future 
be earmarked to be used solely for the 
benefit of irrigation? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If it were used, it 
would be used for irrigation. 

Mr. CAIN. But if it were not used, it 
would not be returned to the Federal 
Treasury as a service charge on the 
capital moneys which had been borrowed 
from the Federal Treasury? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
The money would be 'in the Federal 
Treasury. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. I think the question 

I was addressing to the Senator from 
Washington a few minutes ago has been 
thoroughly answered, and it must be 
completely clear to anyone who reads 
the report of the committee on this 
amendment, and also the recommenda
tions of the Budget Bureau, as weH as 
the letter from the Secretary of the In
terior, that a very grave and important 
change in policy, which may or may not 
be wise, which may or may not be the 
thing to do, is involved in this amend
ment, namely, the setting up of the in
t erest component representing the 3 per
cent per annum interest return on the 
cost of the power unit, which is no longer 
to go back to the Treasury as a perfectly 
free sum, but shall for the keeping of 
the "Basin account," be regarded as the 
building of an account which shall then 
be usable for reclamation projects and 
irrigation projects. 

Again I say that may or may not be 
wise, but, certainly, whether wise or un
wise, it does operate as a subsidy. I am 
not, however, at this moment trying to 
prejudge it in any way as to its wisdom 
or unwisdom. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think it should 
be added that it is a bookkeeping matter. 
Congress must decide each individual 
project and make the appropriation. 
The Senator from Florida uses the cor
rect term when he says the money is 
"usable." 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is, of 
~ course, correct in saying that power rev

enues have been, in connection with in
dividual projects, used ·for reclamation, 
but in no place, so far as is known to the 
Senator froni Florida, has any program 
been established whereby an uneco
nomical project which cannot be de
f ended on its own basis may be de
veloped simply because it lies within the 
basin and because revenues are being 
produced by some power unit far remote 
from the particular project and not con-

nected with it, but which is accepted 
as being in the general basin, and the 
revenues of which may be used for the 
project. That may be ' a sound policy. 
If it proves to be a sound policy, that 
will be fine, but my objection is basic, and 
it is with regard to voting for a change 
in policy so far reaching-and it is a 
far-reaching change in policy, and a 
tremendously expensive change in 
policy-without the matter having 
cleared through the committee which 
has the heaviest responsibility in that 
field. That is what I object to. 

I should like to say with reference tO 
the Florida projects--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Before the Senator 
reaches the Florida projects, let me say 
to him that this is not a change in policy, 
and it is not an expensive policy. I think 
the record should be clear. The sub
ject has been thoroughly discussed. 
There were 3 weeks of hearings by the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs, and the committee · submitted a 
report. I am sure the Senator from 
Florida has confidence in the members 
of that committee. The subject was also 
discussed befora the Committee on Public 
Works, but not in any great detail. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Let me read into the 
RECORD at this point the paragraph be
ginning on page 7 of the report of the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs , which sets forth clearly the change 
in policy and the program which would 
be the -effect of this amendment: 

The "Basin account" will continue and 
extend the lo.ng-established principle of as
sistance to irrigation developments from 
power reve~ues. 

Of course, Mr. President, that is a 
long-established principle, but only as 
to reclamation projects which are re
lated directly to the particular power 
project. Let me continue: 

It has the further advantage, by the pool
ing of costs and revenues, of permitting the 
evaluation of proposed irrigation projects 
upon their merits, and not upon the physi
cal accident of whether or not a particular 
irrigation project may be related to a par
ticular power project by geographic coin
cidence. 

It could not be more clearly stated that 
what the amendment proposes to do is 
to take excess revenues from a great and 
successful project, as, for instance, the 
Bonneville project or the Grand Coulee 
project, and make them available for 
irrigation projects which cannot stand 
on their own bottom. There is no ques
tion but that is what is desired. It may 
be that it is a necessary thing to do, but 
to do it without clearing through the 
committee which has had to carry the 
labor of providing for the Senate the 
information upon which it has acted in 
establishing these great power units is 
exactly the wrong thing to do. I do not 
believe the Senator from Idaho will ap
prove this kind of procedure, much as he 
may be in favor of the ultimate result 
sought to be accomplished. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I 
am becoming a little impatient with per
sons talking about "this kind of proce
dure." This is merely an amendment 
which has been considered briefly by one 
committze and at great length by another 

committee. The Senator from Washing
ton, right or wrong, did h~.ve the under
standing that the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs would consider the 
matter of the "B~in acco1.mt" and the 
so-called irrigation projects. It is no im
proper procedure; it is the normal proce
dure. I have had it cleared by the Budget 
by the Secretary of the Army, the Secre
tary of the Interior. I do not know what 
more I can do. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In a moment. 
I do not think it should be implied 

that there is some improper procedure 
involved. The Senator may not agree 
with the proposal, but there is nothing 
improper about offering a bill as an 
amendment to a rivers and harbors bill. 
The "Basin account" is only an extension 
of the Columbia Basin recommended by 
the Budget. and by the President on 
down the line, a policy which has been in 
effect for a long time with reference to 
individual projects. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I Yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. I should like to ask 

the Senator from Florida if it is not 
true that, while he points to the radical 
innovation of using an interest compo
nent in connection with some of the 
projects in the Columbia River Basin, the 
identical policy has been in vogue for 
years in the Tennessee Valley, where 
more than a billion dollars of Federal 
funds have been advanced for naviga
tion, flood control, and power develop
ment, and that until approximately 2 
years ago not a single dollar of that 
Federal money was repaid to the Federal 
Treasury. . Does the Senator know 
whether the principle of subsidy is not 
involved basically in the over-all pro-
gram of TVA? . 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 
Florida is not advised that there are any 
reclamation projects in connection with 
TVA, and there is nothing I know of 
which is comparable or identical with 
what is here proposed. Again, let me say 
that I am perfectly willing, and I am 
sure every other member of the Public 
Works Committee is perfectly willing, to 
examine the question on its merits. I 
think it is manifestly wrong and is not 
in the interest of orderly procedure to 
adopt at this time a measure which does 
not itself authorize certain projects, but, 
instead, engrafts a very important 
change in policy upon the Federal law 
through an amendment which has not 
been cleared through the committee. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, it 
is no new policy at all. It has been in 
effect in connection with many projects 
within the basin, and it is in effect in 
other areas of · the country. It was es
tablished, in principle, in the Rio Grande 
project and in the Missouri Valley. All 
we are saying is that it should be for the 
whole basin. The Columbia Basin and 
Grand Coulee involve the same principle. 
It is nothing new. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ;MAGNUSON. I yiela. 
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Mr. DWORSHAK. The Senator from 
Florida persists in making the charge 
that when we propose to utilize surplus. 
power revenues to help a reclamation 
development, we are likely to establish a 
bad precedent. Certainly the Senator 
from Florida knows that when we pro
pose to develop approximately a million 
acres of land in central Washington, the 
principle has already been established. 
The principle has been established of 
subsidizing reclamation developments 
from power revenues. The Senator is 
aware of that fact, is he not? 
· Mr. HOLLAND. Exactly, but only in 
connection with specific projects in the 
geographic unit then under considera
tion, not in connection with the trans
fer of earnings from a power unit con
structed hundreds of miles away from 
an arid area which needs reclamation, 
but which has no direct relation to the 
power unit at all, an area which cannot 
be reclaimed upon its own basis and 
upon its own merits. To change the 
original program established by the 
Committee on Public Works, without the 
matter having been cleared, seems to me 
to be decidedly irregular and improper. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, in this 
particular instance it would involve 
eight different projects, which have no 
power whatsoever, and are nothing more 
than irrigation projects. They are now 
practically obsolete. It would go only 
to finance these particular projects, 
which cannot pay for themselves. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Again, I cannot 
quite understand the process of arriving 
at the conclusion that something differ
ent is involved in this proposal. When 
the committee approved the Missouri 
Valley Authority plan, the committee re
ceived all kinds of irrigation proposals. 
On the Rio Grande project, power and 
irrigation proposals were submitted. I 
do not have them listed, and I do not 
wish to burden the RECORD with them, 
but there were several projects of that 
kind involved. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. There is no power in 
the Rio Grande project whatsoever, and 
we did not have a basin account in the 
case of the Missouri. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There was no 
basin account, but there was a provision 
for the allocation of cost, and for reim
bursement. 

Mr. HOLLAND and Mr. DWORSHAK 
addressed the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
JOHNSON of Texas in the chair) . Does 
the Senator from Washington yield; and 
if so, to whom? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am glad to yield 
to the Senator from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. If the Senator will 
be kind enough to yield for one more 
question, I shall hope to not interrupt 
him further. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am very glad to 
yield. 

Mr. HOLLAND. In the first place, we 
- are judging a matter on which the Sen

ate is working hard to get at the facts·. 
The Committee on Public Works is now 
considering the CV A program, which 
would involve this project, among others. 
The Senator proposes to bring in a large 
part of the heart of that project, and set 
up a legislative process under which that 

1arge part of the project w~u1d lJe pro
vided for willy-~:~~.j-. a.ad notwithstand
in5 t!1c atliltude of the Committee ori 
Public Works, which has already spent 
hundreds of hours in a study of the 
project. 

I wish t'l conclude by saying, with ref
erence to the western and northwestern 
situation, that in the time the Senator 
from Florida has been a Member of the 
Senate no proposed legislation affecting 
the northwestern area has come to 'the 
Senate for which he has not voted, and 
which he has not gladly supported. 
There is no member of the Committee 
on Public Works who has given harder 
·study to CVA legislation, which is still in 
committee. As a member of the com
mittee I had the pleasure and .responsi
bility of serving as a member of the sub
committee which drew the program to 
help the flood sufferers of the Columbia 
River Valley, and I was happy to do so. I 
know that the Senators from that area 
helped us on our flood projects in the 
South. The census will show that the 
fastest growing States are Washington 
and Oregon. Perhaps it is in the reverse 
order: Oregon and Washington. They 
are the fastest growing States in the 
Union, if the prediction of the Census 
Bureau is correct. We want that proc
ess of development to continue, and I 
shall do everything in my power to assist 
it to continue. However, I want to know 
where we are going, arid I want to act 
wisely and fairly. 

Inasmuch as Florida has been injected 
into the discussion, I should like to say, 
before concluding, that in the case of 
Florida, in connection with bonding, we 
have done exactly what has been sug
gested by one Senator. We bonded. We 
spent our own money. We spent $29,-
000,000 of our own money in setting up 
the basis of our developments. All the 
Federal Government has in Florida is the 
levee wall around Lake Okeechobee, 
which is for flood-control purposes. 
When the new program was proposed, 
the Engineers said, "Of course, some of 
this will be for flood control, but on the 
portions which will be for improved land 
use and improved water use, we expect 
the people of Florida to pay for those por
tions." I wish the Senator from Wash
ington would listen. They said, "We ·ex
pect the people of Florida to pay for that, 
not 20 years from now, or 30 or 40 years 
from now, but before the work is done." 
In their report they prescribed that we 
should pay $37 ,000,000 in cash of the cost 
of construction. We are doing that. 
We are happy to do it, because we believe 
the Engineers have properly divided the 
good which will result, both from the 
flood control and navigation part of it, 
which is the Federal obligation, and the 
other parts which will help us locally. 
We are happy to have the Government 
helping us,,and we are happy to pay as 
we go. We are happy to pay $37,000,000 
in cash, and enough more in annual cost, 
which will bring the total of the $208,-
000,000 project which we are required to 
pay up to 38 percent, plus, of the ·entire 
project. So I do not like to hear Sena
tors take the position that Florida has 
received unusually generous treatment. 
If any project in the Northwest can be 
pointed out on which any State has 

been required to pay $37,000,000, I hope 
someone will speak up now and advise us 
of it. Ori the contrary, there is no such 
project. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator has 
not given us a chance to speak up. 

Mr. HOLLAND. No; because I knew 
in advance what the answer would be. 
Everyone knows, as a matter of fact, that 
there is no such project. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I would like to tell 
the Senator we have probably spent 
many times more than that amount on 
the Columbia River project. We have 
done the same things the people in Flor
ida have dorie. I read the figures, and 
they are correct. I do not know what 
portion refers to Florida. I do not like 
to see any particular State singled out. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Can the Senator 
point out any instance where a single 
State has been required to put up in ad
vance $37,000,000? Can he point to any 
.situation where a State was required to 
put up $37,000,000, as its part of the cost 
of construction, in advance of letting any 
contracts? · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know that 
. I have any figures on that. My whole 

point is that most of the other appro
priations are for worthy things. I voted 
for all of them. I know the Senator 
from Idaho has voted for them, and so 
has the Senator from Washington. I 
thought they were all right. However, 
the figures show that they are practically 
grants from the Federal Government. 
The Eastern Seaboard States repay only 
7 percent of the grants which they re
ceive. The Lower Mississippi area re
pays only 18 percent. The Upper Mis
sissippi area repays nothing. We in the 
Northwest are paying it all back. I am 
merely trying to put these projects in 
their proper light. 

Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator is talk
ing about navigation and flood-control 
projects, both of which are generally 100 
percent in the Federal field. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Water conserva
tion and control projects. These are 
reclamation and conservation projects, 
and we are willing to pay it all back. 

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am happy to 
yield to my colleague. 

Mr. CAIN. I think the RECORD would 
be greatly benefited if my colleague the 
senior Senator from Washington would 
speak broadly in answer to this ques
tion: What is likely to be the future of 
irrigation and i:eclamation throughout 
the Pacific Northwest if the basin
account amendment, or some such com
parable proposal, is not approved by 
Congress? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. In my best judg
ment, it would mean that we would have 
reached about the end of our so-called 
projects. 

Mr. CAIN. That is to say, unless we 
in the Pacific Northwest-and I believe 
an extremely strong case can be made 
in favor of it-secure financial assist
ance, which is not available to us today, 
we are likely to see the rapid end of 
new reclamation and irrigation projects 
throughout the Northwest? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
That is my considered opinion. 
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· Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Would the Senator 

'from Washington regard that as a. 
calamity? ' · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I would re
.gard it as such, so · far as the Pacific 
Northwest is concerned. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I mean so far as the 
whole country is concerned. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. Here we are, on the 

one hand, withholding farm land from 
cultivation by the millions of acres, and, 
on the other hand, hundreds of thou
·Sands of acres are being brought into 
.cultivation in the Pacific Northwest at a 
cost per acre 10 times what it would take 
to put land into cultivation elsewhere in 
the country. 

. Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Illinois has repeated that three or four 
times. 

Mr. DOUGLAS: · It ·happens" to. be 
true. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
clllinois is talking about withdrawing 
lands which are submarginal lands, and 
of crop allocations, of which there are 
surpluses . . Irrigated lands in the West 
.are U$ed to the last foot. They are not 
competitive lands. People want to move 
out to the Pacific.Northwest. They want 
to live there. They can buy lands in the 
·Columbia River Basin, and they can live 
there. The land has been divided into 
small tracts. No one may own over 160 
-acres. Applications are on file which 
, would stretch from here to the far cor
ner of the Chamber. Young people in 

-.the East want to go there and settle on 
5-, 10-, or 15-acre tracts. The settlers 
can raise more on a 5- or 15-acre tract 
of that irrigated land and make a bet
ter living than those on a 240-acre tract 

·in most parts of the United States. 
Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator yield for a question? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. We are talking 

about withdrawing lands. We are talk
ing about taking people from lands on 
which they are not doing so well, or from 
cities, and putting them in places where 
they can make a living, where they 
would not be competitive. Many of the 
people now living in the area we are 
discussing would not trade places with 
persons residing elsewhere for anything 
in the world, because they are engaged 
in the best kind of farming, farming on 
irrigated western lands. It would be a 
calamity to .move them. I think it is 
even more of a calamity when we deny 
those people an opportunity, at no cost 
to the Federal Government. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from New Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. For once I wish to 
agree with the Senator from Washing
ton. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We agree on most 
matters. There is merely a .little legis
lative trouble in what we are now con-
sidering. . 

Mr. CHAVEZ. We are in agreement 
so far as irrigation is concerned. I think 
a man has greater security on 10 acres 
'of . irrigated land, with adequacy of 
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:water, than · on 100 · acres of any other 
kind of land, because the water is used 
,scientifically. If there is water to be put 
upon the land, one can put the prop~r 
amount only. On_e does not have to 
worry about it being too much or too 
little. The farmer puts on the Jand what 
·water he wants. to put on it, and raises 
what he desires to raise. 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. It is not necessary 

to hire rain-makers, or worry too much 
about the water used. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. That is correct. But, 
of course, my statement does not mean 

, that I agree ·to the amendment: 
Mr. MAGNUSON. For a moment I 

·thought the Senator from New Mexico 
, was coming my way. But I know he 
agrees as to all the irrigation projects. 
One of the finest examples of what I 
·have just said to the Senator from Illi-
nois is found in the great irrigated areas 
-of the State of . the Senator from New 
Mexico. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I must relate one thing 
for the benefit of the cotton growers. 
The average production of cotton 
. throughout the country is 218 pounds to 
.the acre. Cotton raised on the irrigated 
·sections of New Mexico, Arizona, and 
: in the Sacramento Valley of California, 
averages 800 pounds to the acre. That 

·shows the difference between raising cot
. ton on irrigated land and other land. 
: Mr. CAIN. · Mr. President, will my col
.league yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to my col
. league. 

Mr. CAIN. Does my colleague believe 
·that some of our reclamation and irriga
. tion projects in . the Pacific Northwest 
will be able to pay out on the intended 

·pay-out schedules if the basin-account 
amendment or some similar benefit is 
·not approved? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am 'not too fa
. miliar with the conditions in Idaho, but 
I do -know conditions in · my own State, 

.as the junior Senator from Washington 
·does. The bulk of the irrigation projects 
·now existing in the State of Washington, 
: in my opinion, with some minor adjust-
ments to the water users on contracts, 

'will be able to pay out. But that may not 
be so as to some .future projects which 
·have been planned--

Mr. CAIN. Substantial projects. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Substantial proj

. ects, whfoh might not look too feasible 
: for settlers. Most of the settlers start 
·anew, and they cannot stand much of a 
burden, and I am afraid they might be 
seriously handicapped in their develop
ment on the greater Wenatchee project, 
for instance, and I suppose the same 
might be said of some Idaho projects. 
The state of Oregon is about irrigated 
·out. 

Mr. CAIN. I think those of us who 
rep:resent the Pacific Northwest are 
pretty generally in solid agreement that 
we are in need of additional financial 
benefits from some source, not only to 
protect us against the future, but to give 

·adequate protection and care to what we 
have already agreed to by way of extend-
ing irrigation and reclamation. . 

Mr. ·MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
We feel that if we take our own re
sources, . such as the water resources 
which are there, and provide for the peo-

ple who live there so-that they may make 
better homes, it is not unreasonable, 

. particularly when we say we will pay 
back every niclrnl. 

Mr. CAIN. I do not know that we are 
. even slightly in disagreement, but I feel 
that what we are asking for-and for 
that reason we should say so-is a sub
sidy. Perhaps that is not a proper word, 
but I think it is in this case, when the 
people have run out of opportunities or 
moneys which presently are at their 
disposal. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, let me 
·congratulate the Senator from Wash
. ington for using very frank and truthful 
·language. 

Mr. CAIN. I respond to the Senator 
·from Illinois that I am certain that my 
colleague, the senior Senator from 

·Washington, wishes to be just as frank 
as I am. I only feel that because we are 

·in need of a subsidy, we should call it 
by that name, that we should sell our 
·case on its merits, which revolve around 
·a subsidy, because we are asking the 
Federal Treasury to give us what we 

·presently do not possess, and we are ask
. ing the Federal Government to make 
capital and moneys available to the Pa
cific Northwest with no service charge. 
I think we can make a case in defense 
of that, but from my point of view, I 
want to call it what I think it is. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is 
right partially, but in effect we are pay

. ing a service charge. We merely say 
that if the Congress of the "Qnited States, 
on any one irrigation project. or any 

·number of projects. wishes to appropri· 
ate money to aid the project, the money,' 
as a bookkeeping matter, is earmarked. · 

· They need not grant it to us, but we are 
. paying the money back. A subsidy is 
something one gets and does not pay 
back . 

Mr. CAIN. Let me say, in support of 
what my colleague, the senior Senator 
from Washington, says, that I want to 
work out something that will give us a 
bookkeeping entry, but I want to be cer
tain we can make use of that bookkeep
ing entry, and I would not want any 

' Senator to be left under the impression 
that once we get the entry we are not 
going to take advantage of every dollar 
it includes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are both frank 
in that. We are going to take advan- ' 
tage, and I am certain that is what Sen
ators--

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me finish my 
sentence. I wl.sh to say to my. colleague 
that there is another reason for the. 
basin account other than what he has 
given. If we do not have the basin ac
count, the Chief Joseph Dam, although 
it is a more e:flicient power plant than 
Bonneville or Gr.and Coulee, is going to 
mean more in the cost of producing 
power, because the cost is double, since 
the Bonneville Authority cannot tell 
what kilowatt comes from Chief Joseph 
and what comes from Grand Coulee, so 
they will have to make different rates at 
this point [indicating on map] and down 
here [indicating], but a basin-account 
method will result in an over-all rate. 



5040 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-.SENATE APRIL 11 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Washington yield? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen

ator from Wyoming, 
Mr. O'MAHONEY. I came on the floor 

of the Senate from a meeting of a com
mittee, and I heard the discussion about 

·subsidies for reclamation projects in the 
Northwest. I cannot pass the use of the 
word "subsidy" on this occasion without 
pointing out that what we are talking 
about here is the development of a great 
natural resource. We are proposing to 
use the water which flows through this 
basin for the production of revenue for 
. the Government. The power projects 
which will be constructed here will fur
nish energy for industry throughout the 
Northwest. The return from the sale of 
that energy will afford opportunity more · 
than sufficient to place under· irrigation 
lands not now being irrigated, arid lands 
which are not receiving enough water 
to enable the families which are seeking 
the opportunity to settle upon these 
lands. The expenditure of the sum pro
duced by revenue from the sale of power 
will add to the tax receipts of the com
munities which are built up, the local 
communities, the counties, the States, 
and the Federal Government. The rec
ord of reclamation in the United States
and it cannot be gainsaid-has been the 
record of creating new communities with 
new opportunities for businessmen, for 
school teachers, for doctors, for lawyers, 
and for econo,mists occasionally, may I 
say to my distinguished friend from Illi
nois. These are productive expenditures 
for the development of natural resources. 
There are no greater resources than the 
water and the land. 

The record of the Committee on In
terior and Insular ·Affairs and the files 

. of the Department of the Interior show 
innumerable requests from people all 

. over the United mates,. particularly from 
young men, for new opportunities to 
settle upon land. The record made by 
this committee-it is available on page 
~2 of the report of the Committee on 
Interior and Insular Affairs-shows that 
the land which will be benefited from the 
water included iri these projects will· not 
be productive of surplus crops. The 
rf:c0rd in the West is ample to show that 
most of the crops are used in the very 
area in which they are produced, and 
they do not go to the surplus account, 
the subsidy account, requiring the sup
port of the Government. 

I merely want to make it clear from 
my point of view that when we talk in 
terms of subsidy we are giving an incor
rect picture, as I see it, 9f the develop
ment program which we seek to under
take, because every dollar of this ex
penditure will come back to the Treasury 
of the United States in the increased in
dustrial and agricultural activity of the 
area affected. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 

Wyoming is very familiar with the fact 
that it has been reliably estimated by 
economists-I do not know whether they 
are agricultural economists, but I pre
sume they are-it has been reliably esti
mated by some agricultural ec::momists, 
who are in complete agreement, that if 
we are to maintain our American stand-

ard· of living consistent with the growth 
of population we must have much more 
land in production in the next 20 years 
than we heretofore contemplated. 

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I 
may say to the Senator that from my 
point of view it is much more important 
than that, because what we are talking 
about now is an expanding economy in 
the United States. If the great burden 
which this country is carrying upon the 
international front is to be carried suc
cessfully we must have an expanding 
economy in the United States. We must 
create the opportunity for new business, 
for new endeavors, for the creation of 
new jobs and of new incomes. That is 
what we are doing when we undertake to 
build up the West. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes, I yield. 
Mr. DOUGLAS. The Senator from 

Washington by his remarks seems to 
have stirred a good .many of our col
leagues into making speeches on recla
mation, and I perhaps have been guilty 
along with the rest. Of course, I under
stand the natural interest of people in 
the arid regions of the United States in 
reclamation and irrigation, and I under
stand the pleasure which they feel when 
they reclaim lands from the desert and 
see it blossom and see new industries de
velop. We of ·the Middle West are very 
sympathetic with that. But the ques
tion always is: At what cost? How much 
does it cost to do this? Could the money 
be better used in other directions? I 
think that what is happening here, in 
particular respecting the Mountain 
Home irrigation project, is that it is pro
posed to subsidize 192,000 acres to be 
irrigated at the expense of the power 
users west of the Cascade Mountains. 
West of- the Cascade Mountains there is 
a high rainfall. There is no lack of water 
there. It is east of the Cascades that 
the arid region is found. The Hells 
Canyon project would more than pay for 
itself even at present power rates. It 
is proposed to take the earning capacity 
of Hells Canyon to irrigate 192,000 acres 
to the south. 

My good friend, the Senator from 
Florida, pointed out that the cost per 
acre of irrigating this land would be 
$900. But I find on page 42 of the re
port that the cost is actually more than 
that. It is $1,040 per acre, with a sub
sidy of at least $900. 

I know of no bit of land in the United 
States that could not be made to blossom 
like the rose if $900 an acre were put 
upon it. Enormous crops can be ob
tained at such cost. Even the barren 
hillsides of Vermont would be produc
ing the most stupendous crops if we 
made a capital investment of $900 per 
acre there. 

In my State we have, I think, the 
richest farm land in the country in the 
counties around Bloomington, and $900 
an acre is about three times what this 
richest land in the United States is now 
worth. 

But here it is proposed to take land 
which is out of cultivation, put $1,040 
an acre on it, $900 of which is a sub
sidy, and charge the power users of the 

western part of Oregon and Washing-
ton for this cost. · 

I have been taken to task by several · 
Senators for saying that I thought it 
might be a good thing, not only if the 
Government got its money back on some 
of these projects, but received some of 
the profits in order to reduce the public 
deficit. That offended the sensibilities 
of the people from this region who say 
that the projects ought to be set up as 
a more or less autonomous group which 
finances its own expenses and appar
ently its expansion. But what I should 
like to point out is that even if that 
premise is accepted, what is proposed is 
to bleed western Washington and west
ern Oregon for the benefit of the so
called Inland Empire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Illinois simply does not understand irri
gation. Paradoxically, Hells Canyon 
alone will not help us in the matter of 
power. 

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am for the Hells 
Canyon project. It is the Mountain 
Home project-not "My Old Kentucky 
Home," but the Mountain Home project 
against which I am directing my fire. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Hells Canyon, 
without the basin account, would not 
help us at all in the matter of power. 
We are not taking anything away from 
the people of western Washington. I 
would be the last one to be here doing 
that, particularly in this year 1950. Be
cause of present high construction costs 
Hells Canyon, if it were authorized and 
construction started-it could not pos
sibly start until next year-could not 

. without the basin account, be put into 
the power pool to level off. As a matter 
of fact, the people of we.stern Washing
ton still get their power from the part 
of the pool which would have to be segre
gated, Grand Coulee, Bonneville, and 
Tacoma City Light and all the other 
power in the pool. Hells Canyon . would 
be of very little . help on the question of 
the power rate. As a .matter. of fact, 
Dr. Raver, head of the Bonneville Au
tpority, is of the very firm opinion that 
until he can get the basin account to 
pool all this, he must, in many cases, 
raise the rate and discriminate between 
certain users at certain .points, whereas 
if he had the whole basin account, then 
he thinks he could maintain the $17.50 · 
rate despite the cost. Hells Canyon 
would then help us, because the high 
cost of construction would be absorbed 
by the low cost of Bonneville, Grand 
Coulee, McNary, and other dams which 
were started later. It may be that if 
costs should continue to go down by the 
time, let us say, Hells Canyon was com
pleted, the situation to which I have 
referred would not occur; but it does 
exist now. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. DWORSHAK. Surely the Senator 

from Illinois does not want the RECORD 
to show that one area would be bled for 
another area in the Columbia River 
Basin. An effort was made a while ago 
to point out that the Hells Canyon Dam 
is an essential part· of the upper-basin 
development. If it will pay the entire 
cost of .constructing that rese'rvqg and 
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that dam and then provide approxi
mately $300,000,000 of excess revenue, is 
it not logical to divert some of that sur
plus power revenue to help reimburse 
the cost of reclamation developments 
at Mountain Home, inasmuch as the 
two dcvelopments--Hells Canyon and 
Mountain Home-are part of the over
all Snake River-Payette River develop
ment. To that extent, certainly, there 
is justification for using the power reve
nues from Hells Canyon to subsidize the 
development of the reclamation project 
at Mountain Home, just as much as it 
would be to divert pow.er revenues from 
the Hells Canyon project to help develop 
reclamation elsewhere in the Columbia 
River Basin. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Certainly the reve
nues from Hells Canyon, even if it were 
to cost that amount of money, would not 
go back to. the Bonneville· Authority, to 
be used in connection with the making 
of rates. It would have no effect on 
rates whatever. 

Mr. DWORSHAK. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Florida was greatly dis
turbed over the use of the word "sub
sidy,'' because apparently he felt th~t 
the Government would not recover m 
full the amount of money invested in 
some of these projects in the Columbia 
River Basin. The Senator will recall 
that the Senator from Idaho asked him 
if it were not true that more than $1,000,-
000 000 of Federal funds had been ap
propriated for various developments in 
the Tennessee Valley, under the so-called 
TV A, and that although less than half 
of the money thus expended will ulti
mately be repaid from revenues from the 
sale of power, yet far more than half of 
the $1,000,000,000 will not be repaid in 
any way. So the Senator asks the Sen
ator from Florida whether he would not 
consider that $500,000,000 not repaid to 
be in the form of a subsidy? Does not 

·the Senator from Florida admit that the 
failure to repay the Federal Govern
ment $500,000,000 used in the TVA is 
in reality a subsidy, whether it be for 
irrigation, for navigation, for flood con
trol, or for any other purpose? 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield, to permit me to reply? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
STENNIS in the chair) . Does the Sen
ator from Washington yield to the Sen
ator from Florida? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. So far as I am con

cerned, Mr. President, assuming the facts 
to be as stated by the Senator from 
Idaho, I certainly would use the word 
"subsidy." I am not complaining any 
more of subsidies in one part of the 
United States than in another. I am not 
so much disturbed by the argument to
day about subsidy as I am to have recog
nition by the Senators who are urging 
this measure of the fact that a tremen
dous subsidy is involved. However, that 
is now admitted-although it had not 
been up to an hour ago, when this debate 
began. . 

Mr. President, will the Senator permit 
me to address an inquiry to him? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield for that 
purpose. 

Mr. HOLLAND. A moment ago the 
Senat9r had something to say about the 

rate structure. I noted with particular 
interest and with some concern a por
tion of the committee report appearing 
in the last paragraph on page 7 and in 
the first sentence on page 8, which I shall 
read: 

Evidence submitted during the hearings 
indicated that power rates in the Pacific 
Northwest will have to be raised somewhat in 
any event above those now prevailing for the 
Grand Coulee and Bonneville Dams. This is 
because of the fact that higher power-cost 
projects, a number of which are already au
thorized and under construction, are to be 
brought into the system, but their rates will 
be equated with the existing projects through 
the use of basin account. 

The committee concludes, with some con
cern, that if the interest component on the 
power features does not continue to be avail
able for financial assistance to irrigation 
projects, or if some alternative means of pro
viding financial assistance to such projects 
is not provided, a still further raise in power 
rates for the entire Northwest will be neces
sary. 

My question is this, Does the Senator 
understand-I am sure he does-and do 
the users of power in the western por
tions of Washington State and Oregon 
understand that the facts are just as 
indicated in the two quoted portions from 
the committee report, namely, that 
through the basin account it is now pro
posed to ·raise rates to users of power 
from Grand Coulee and Bonneville 
Dams? Is that understood by the people 
in that area? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. )'hat is not correct. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Then the Senator 

from Washington says that statement 
contained in the committee report is in
correct, does he? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; the commit
tee report does not say that at all. It 
says that evidence indicates that power 
rates will have to be raised. However, 
they will be equated with the rates from 
existing projects, through the use . of the 
basin account. . 

I have been informed on many occa
sions by the Director of the Bonneville 
Authority that because of increased 
costs which now are dropping, the only 
hope' he has to keep the $17'.50 rate is to 
have the basin account, so that he can 
equalize the rates from all the power 
units. So the man who is in charge of 
the sale of power, a very distinguished 
man, Dr. Raver, the head of the Bonne
ville Authority, whom all of us know, 
says just the reverse, namely, that the 
hope of keeping the power rate at $17.50, 
as it now exists in the Bonneville pool, 
lies in the basin account by which the 
various rates from the various projects 
would be equalized. Otherwise he 
would have to charge different rates in 
different areas, because, as the pool 
grows larger, he could no longer tell 
where the kilowatts were being gen
erated. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a further question? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Let me ask the Sena

tor from Washington again about this 
statement from the committee report: 

Through the use of "basin account"-

! quote now from the first sentence
power rates in the Pacific Northwest will 
have to be raised somewhat in any event 

above those. now prevailing for the Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville Dams. This ls be
cause of the fact that higher power-cost 
projects a number of which are already au
·thorized and under construction, are .to be 
brought ·into the system, but their rates will 
be equated with the existing projects 
through the use of "Basin account." 

Does the Senator mean to say that he 
does n'Ot understand that statement in 
the committee report to mean that 
through the use of the. basin account, 
the rates in the Bonneville and Grand 
Coulee areas will not be raised above the 
rates now prevailing? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think I under
stand something about power rates in 
the Pacific Northwest and what affects 
them; I am fortunate to have been in
volved in many of those cases, and I 
understand correctly the English lan
guage. The only hope to keep the power 
rate down is the basin account, which 
will allow the rates to be equalized. That 
is the testimony and considered opinion 
of all those who are involved in the di
rect distribution of power to the con-
sumers. , 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Then, do I correctly 

understand that the Senator from Wash
ington means that the basin account is 
the only hope of keeping down the power 
rates for the new, higher-powe:r-cost 
projects? Further, do I correctly un
derstand that the Senator from Wash
ington is not talking about keeping down 
the power rate, for those 'Yho are using 
power from Grand COUiee and Bonne
ville Dams? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, it is a power 
pool. The power comes from all over 
that area, from all the dams. In order 
that the Senator may understand this 
matter, let me say that the Bonneville 
power pool involves power which is 
pooled from many som::ces. There is no 
way to tell whether the power which I 
use in Seattle comes from Bonneville or 
from Grand Coulee or from the Seattle 
City Light or from Tacoma City Light 
or from the private system on Rock 
Island or from Hungry Horse Dam in 
Montana. All the power is put into a 
pool. There is no difference in cost on 
the west side, on the east side, or in any 
other part where the pool operates. 
Some persons have to pay more for their 
power because we have not been able 
to develop the transmission lines. As 
the Senator recalls, we always have been 
having fights in Congress about the 
transmission-line system. 

But this portion of the committee re
port merely means that Dr. Raver has 
told all of us that unless he can get a 
basin account by which he can equalize 
the rates for all the new developments, 
he may have to raise the $17.50 rate
not to any great extent, but a small 
amount, but only because of the higher 
costs. It is just the reverse of what the 
Senator has said. _ 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Sena tor yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. In respect to the 

statement made by the distinguished 
Senator from Florida [Mr. HOLLAND], is 
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it not a fact that no two power projects, 
built under different conditions and at 
vastly different times, can furnish power 
for exactly the same price? Obviously 
a power plant built in 1954 will supply 
power at a greater cost than the power 
which is supplied from a plant built in 
1940. . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
Mr. LEHMAN. If the Senator from 

Florida were correct, it would seem to 
me that the implication would be that it 
would not be possible to build any more 
power plants in any region, because 'the 
i:ower from them would cost more than 
the power coming from plants built in 
previous years. What is sought to be 
done by this amendment is to have a 
power pool, so that the entire region can 
get its power at exactly the same rate. 

I am sponsor of a resolution with the 
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GREEN] 
and other Senators, for a survey of the 
power ·facilities in New York State and 
in New England. I have no doubt that 
the cost of various projects is going to 
differ to a considerable extent, possibly, 
tut what I think is sound is to pool the 
resources in one area so that a man tap
ping power from one plant may not have 
to pay 10, 15, 20, or 25 percent more than 
is paid by a man tapping power from a 
plant 50 or 75 miles away. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Washington yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. HOLLAND. The Senator from 

New York does' not deny, does he, that 
the statement in the report is very 
clear and specific, and could mean noth
ing other than that through the opera
tion of the basin account, sought to be 
made effective by this amendment, the 
power rates will certainly be raised above 
those now prevailing for the Grand 
Coulee and Bonneville Dams? 

Mr. LEHMAN. Even assuming the 
Senator to be correct, which I do not ac
knowledge, in view of the explanation 
given by the Senator from Washington, 
the inevitable conclusion to be drawn 
from the Senator's remarks is that if we 
took existing rates in one plant as the 
sole criterion, we would have no future 
development, because there is no doubt 
that a power · plant developed today, or 
in 1955, or in 1960, will be considerably 
more expensive than the power plants 
·Which have been developed at Bonneville 
and Grand Coulee. So from my view
point, it seems to me we would have to 
stop completely the development of any 
new plants, which would be more cost
ly possibly than those which were con
structed 15, 20, or 25 years ago. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I thank the Sena
tor from New York. The Senator from 
Florida and I interpret the language en
tirely differently. We are hoping to keep 
the power rate down. We think by the 
basin account we will be better able to 
do it. An focrease of rates might be pos
sible; that has always been possible. The 
$17.50 rate has been in existence for a 
long time. Costs have gone up, even 
maintenance costs have gone up. Refer
ring to Bonneville and Grand Coulee and 
the users in western Washington, if the 
·Administrator has to charge the rates 
near the outlet of the dam at either 
Bonneville or Grand Coulee, to the 

thickly populated centers, we will get no 
benefit, unless the basin account as pro
vided. Seattle is in the pool to be, 
but unless the output can be equalized, 
it is going to have to be marketed at 
different rates, which would mean the 
cheapest rates in the·entire United States 
would be paid around the Grand Coulee, 
where there is no population at all, or 
perhaps to some nearby area, if an at
tempt were made to segregate the kilo
watts that come from Coulee. That is 
the testimony of Dr. Raver. 

I have taken up a great deal of the 
time of the Senate. I have a discussion 
of this particular amendment and of the 
events leading up to it, but I thought be
fore I went into that I might quote ex
·cerpts from speeches, letters, and state
ments in support of this plan. Through
out the following . quotations, there is a 
reference to the comprehensive plan as 
coordinated by the April 11, 1949, agree
ment between the Department of the 
Army and the Department of the In
terior. There is also a reference to Sen
ate bill 2180, a bill which I introduced, 
to authorize the comprehensive plan, 
agreed upon, April 11, 1949. 

Anyone who supported or who supports 
the comprehensive plan, or the April 11, 
1949, agreement, or Senate bill 2183, of 
necessity must support the Columbia 
Basin account. That is true because one 
of the most important features of the 
April 11 agreement and, therefore, of the 
bill, S. 2180, is the basin account. I re
fer to the digest of Agreement on Prin
ciples and Responsibilities; Columbia 
River Corps of Engineers and Bureau of 
Reclamation, items 6 ·and 12. The Bu
reau, in those items, anticipated this 
basin account in the agreement which 
is set forth in Report No. 308, and these 
facts should be kept in mind in con
nection with the quotations I am about 
to make. 

Representative WILLIAM M. WHITTING
TON, of Mississippi, who heads the com
mittee on the House side, delivered a 
speech at the Thirty-first Annual Con
vention of the Mississippi Valley Associa
tion, at St. Louis, Mo., on February 6, of 
this year. I had informal discussions 
with him, and ram sure the chairman of 
the Public Works Committee also had. 
At a time when he knew this whole mat
ter had been pending, and the general 
status of it in the Senate, Mr. WHITTING
TON, in his speech, said: 

There is pending in Congress today a co
ordinated plan for the Columbia Basin-

That is the basin account. It is part 
of the coordinated plan and the agree
ment entered into on April 11, 1949, and 
of Report No. 308, which we are consider
ing. He continues: 

There is pending in Congress today a co
ordinated plan for the Columbia Basin, with 
t.he projects na_med and wit~ .careful studies 
covering the economic and engineering prob
lems involved. That coordinated report, with 
the definition of authQrity between the Corµs 
of Engineers and the Bureau of Reclama
tion, should be- adopted.' 

There has been some suggestion made 
to me by members of the Public Works 
Committee that possibly if this amend· 
ment were placed in the bill there might 
be some difficulty in conference with 

Representative WHITTINGTON. I cannot 
apprehend that there would be any diffi
culty, in view of his speech from which 
I have quoted, in which h~ recommended 
the adoption of the amendment, with the 
basin account, because that was a part 
of the comprehensive plan, with which 
Mr. WHITTINGTON is very familiar, and of 
which he has made a very keen study. 

On July 8, 1949, the Senator from Ore
gon [Mr. CORDON] joined with the senior 
Senator from Washington, the late Sena
tor fr'om Idaho, Mr. Miller, the Senator 
from Idaho [Mr. T~YLOR], and the Sena
tor from Oregon [Mr. MORSE], in ad
dressing a letter to the Senator from New 
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ], chairman of the 
Committee on Public Works, urging the 
committee to adopt an amendment to 
H. R. 5472, implementing the so-called 
comprehensive CQlumbia Basin develop
ment plan. The letter· appears on page 
494 of the Senate hearings on H. R. 5472. 
The last paragraph of the letter reads: 

Two bills now before the Senate are de
signed to accomplish the authorization of 
the Interior-Army integrated plan and agree
ment previously referred to--S. 2180, intro
duced by Senator MAGNUSON and S. 1595, by 
Senator CAIN. We respectfully request that 
your committee give prompt and favorable 
consideration to adoption of an appropriate 
amendment to H. R. 5472, which will carry 
out the identical purposes of these bills. 

The Senator from Washington [Mr. 
CAIN], then a member of the Public 
Works Committee of the Senate, made a 
statement on the Columbia River com
prehensive plan in an open committee 
hearing, on Thursday, July 21, 1949. On 
page 496 of the hearings on H. R. 5472, 
the Senator from Washington made the 
following statement: 

Thousands of words of testimony already 
have been taken before the Senate and House 
Public Works Committee on this plan. I 
know of no opposition to the plan. Both 
public and private power interests have tes
tified in favor of the plan; both political par
ties have approved it; representatives of Gov
ernment agencies approve it; all the gover
nors of the States affected have approved it. 

This plan or agreement, as between the 
Engineers and Reclamation Bureau, was 
signed April 11, 1949. It is expected to be 
transmitted to the Congress soon. 

Mr. Chairman, I think there is little need 
of more being said, as I kno'YV that all of us 
have heard about and studied this plan. I 
have heard no objection. I ask that this 
plan be authorized to proceed in accord
ance with present laws and reg~lations. 

This was before the committee in July, 
The Senator from Oregon [Mr. MORSE] 
appeared before the Senate Public Works 
Committee on July 21, 1949, to urge ac
tion on the Columbia Basin comprehen
sive p!an. All the amendments contain 
the basin-account feature. 

On page 5245 of the hearings the Sen
ator from Oregon stated as follows: 

In order that development of the land and 
water resources of the Pacific Northwest may 
not be delayed, pending ample consideration 
of this new type of governmental adminis
tration-

He had just been speaking of CV A
and since I believe the principles have the 
approval of an concerned, 1 urge your com
mittee to recommend the incorporation of 
the Corps of Engineers' plan on 'the basin as 
presented in the Chief of Engineer's' report 



1950 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD--SENATE 5043 
on June 28, 1949, and the complementary 
plan of the Commission of Reclamation, em
bodied in his report of June 2, 1949, as part 
of the omnibus flood-control bill, or report to 
the Senate favorably on Senate bill 2180, as 
introduced by Senator MAGNUSON from 
Washington. • • • I think that S. 2180, 
the comprehensive plan of the Army engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation, is pri
marily deserving of support-not because of 
any sectional interest in it at all, but because 
of the great national interest in it, and, in 
fact, I think it ought to be placed primarily 
on a national footing, and secondarily on a. 
sectional footing. 

The Senator from Idaho [Mr. TAYLOR] 
testifying before the Ser.iate Public 
Works Committee on July 21, 1949, 
speaking of the Columbia Basin compre-
hensive plan, said: . 

First, I want to call the attention of the 
committee to the request made by Senators 
of both political parties from the Northwest 
States, urging that the bill now under con
sideration be amended by authorizing the en
tire joint program of the Bureau of Recla
mation and the Corps of Engineers for con
struction of projects in the Columbia Basin. 
As members of this committee know, there is 
no conflict between this program and the 
proposed Columbia Valley Administration. 

I merely poir.it that out to show the in
terest we took before the Public Works 
Committee on this question, in July of 
last year. I appreciate what the Sena
tor from Florida [Mr. Ho LL AND l has said 
regarding the Columbia Valley Adminis
tration. I want to point out, however, 
that there is no connection between what 
we are proposing here and the Columbia 
Valley Administration. They are related 
only in this respect, that one deals with 
management and the other deals with 
the project. 

I know some persons have felt that 
this may be a substitute for CV A. It 
so happens that I am the author of both 
the CVA bill and this plan, and I do not 
think it is a substitute to any extent. 
The President, a strong advocate of the 
Columbia Valley Administration, in his 
message pointed out the fact that if this 
plan is. adopted and if the projects pro
ceed according to the Army engineers 
and reclamation agreements, there 
would be all the more reason for the 
CV A type of management. 

I do not think the matters conflict 
at all. If I thought it were a substitute, 
I would not be here proposing it, because 
I have a more direct interest in the CVA 
than has probably any other Senator, 
because I introduced the bill and it af
fects my area. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senator is inter

ested in the CV A and also in the bill 
which he introduced to carry out the 
purposes of this amendment. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; the 308 re
port plan. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Senate committee 
has approved $142,000,000 more than 
was approved in the House bill. That is 
correct, is it not? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. Inasmuch as the 

basin account is a controversial question 
and as the question whether there 
should be included more irrigation proj-

ects at the moment, what is the neces
sity of getting more authorizations at 
this particular time, no matter how mer
itorious, when it would be impossible to 
spend even the amount approved by the 
House? 

The Senate committee approved 
enough work to carry on .for 3 years to 
the full extent of the ability of the Army 
engineers. If the proposal is controver
sial, irrespective of its merits, why jeop
ardize the whole bill and the $142,000,-
000 in addition which the Senate has 
approved by trying to insist at this par
ticular time that the Committee on Pub
lic Works accept the recommendations 
of another committee? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say to the 
Senator that I have a deep interest in 
the basin-account proposal. All the 
projects in the rivers and harbors bill 
will not be immediately started. There 
must be appropriations. I think the 
comprehensive report should be on the 
same footing, if it has any merit at all. 
I still want to point out that we have 
a comprehensive plan. We cannot sep
arate the projects; they go hand in hand 
with each other. They all have multi
ple-purpose features, and it would be 
quite difficult for the engineers to pro
ceed in the Columbia Basin without hav
ing the Reclamation Commission follow. 
Because of that feature, I suppose, the 
governors of the States affected agreed 
to the plan. The Bureau of the Budget 
has agreed, the President has agreed, as 
have Senators from the various North
western States. The one exception is 
the Senator from Oregon, who has a dif
ferent 'View regarding the basin account 
itself. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Assuming that what 
the Senator from Washington has stated 
is correct--

Mr. MAGNUSON. The rivers and har
bors bills have contained, ori other occa
sions, a joint plan. It is perfectly logical 
where separations cannot be made. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. We were perfectly will
ing to listen to reason. It is all right to 
insist that the committee consider the 
subject, but why should the rivers and 
harbors bill be held up because the peo
ple of the Northwest could nJt get to
gether on irrigation last fall? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We were together. 
Mr. CHAVEZ. · They now expect the 

committee to accept a· recommendation, 
about which we know nothing. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We were in entire 
agreement that the bill should be re
ported from the Public Works Commit
tee. We were disappointed when the 
Senator from Utah suggested that it go 
to the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. We so testified before the com
mittee. We did not want it to go to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. I was very much disappointed. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. I was disappointed that 
we were not permitted to proceed with 
the bill as reported, but I ·had so much 
respect for the jurisdiction of another 
committee on matters pertaining to irri
gation and reclamation that I said, "All 
right; you handle it." And the commit
tee did handle it. I would not object 
to a bill to carry out the purpose of the 
Senator from Washington, but for it to be 
presented at the last moment, and to ex-

pect the Committee on Public Works to 
accept it when it knows so little about it, 
is not the proper way in which to handle 
the question. Senators begged us to let 
the bill go to another committee--

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, no. Not one 
of us wanted it to go to another commit
tee. We wanted the Senator's commit
tee to handle it. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. Nevertheless, it went to 
another committee, since it pertained to 
matters of irrigation. Th3 power fea
tures of the amendment of the Senator 
from Wyoming were proposed after
ward. They were not being considered 
at that time. Nothing was considered by 
the Interior and Insular Affairs Commit
tee but irrigation, of which the Public 
Works Committee had no jurisdiction. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. None of us wanted 
the bill to go to the Committee on In
terior and Insular Affairs. It did not 
have to go to the Committee on Interior 
and Insular Affairs. The Committee on 
Public .Works has jurisdiction over a 
comprehensive plan. This amendment 
was not brought up until the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs had con
sidered it for days. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I under
stood the Senator to say that the Bureau 
of the Budget and the Congress had ap
proved the coordinated plan of the Bu
reau of Reclamation and the Corps of 
Engineers for the Columbia River Basin. 
Is that GOrrect? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not say the 
Congress had approved it. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator saicf that 
the President and the Bureau of the 
Budget had approved it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator re

call this language, in the letter of Febru
ary l,. 1950, from the Bureau of the 
Budget, which appears at page 30 as Ap-
pendix 2? · 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What is the Sena
tor referring to now? 

Mr. CORDON. Appendix 2, page 30, 
of the committee's report. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of the report of · 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs? 

Mr. CORDON. Yes. I quote the fol
lowing paragraph: 

In the meantime, it is obvious that the 
coordination of their respective programs 
which has been effected by the Departments 
of the Interior and the Army is essential. 
The agreements which they have reached 
on certain policies concerning the interre
lationship of their programs in the Pacific 
Northwest appear to represent a practicable 
plan under which the two Departments can 
work together within the shortcomings of 
the present Federal pattern of piecemeal leg
islation and divided administrative responsi
bility. The Presicfent expects that the two 
Departments will continue to operate in con
formity with agreements of this general char
acter. However, such agreements, by their 
very nature, should be considered only as 
operating agreements, to be changed and 
brought up to date from time to time. 

I quote the meat of the paragraph: 
Their form and content should not be fro

zen by statutory enactment. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. 
. Mr. CORDON. Does not that show 

the President and the Bureau of the 
Budget to be in opposition to the report? 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. No; not in opposi

tion at all. The letter of transmittal to 
the President from the Corps of Engi
neers and the Bureau of Reclamation 
suggested that although this was a gen
eral agreement, they appreciated that 
from time to time they may have to 
make changes to bring the plan up to 
date. They did not suggest any law to · 
freeze it. The agreement was a general 
one on certain project::;, and the testi
mony of General Pick, and of the Bureau 
of Reclamation show that the report 308 · 
should be subject to certain variations 
from time to time. It is prefectly con- · 
sistent. The · President said so in his 
letter. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 

of the fact that the coordinated plan on 
the Missouri Valley project was written 
into the 1944 Flood Control Act, and that 
the report was offered to the Committee 
on Public Works of the House and to the 
Committee on Public Works of the Sen
ate for adoption, and that it was 
adopted? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am familiar with 
that fact;. yes. That was done because 
at that time the Bureau of the Budget 
and no one else knew much about Report 
308. The report was being contemplated 
at that time. However, they adopted 
the Missouri Valley report, as I recall it. 
I do not recall the details. It was a gen
eral plan for the Missouri River develop- · 
ment · and a general plan for the Rio 
Grande. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. CORDON. Did not the Senator 

from Washington call attention, both to
day and yesterday, to what he termed 
page after page of hearings before the 
Committee on Public Works of the Sen
ate referring to this coordinated report? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator now 

say that there was no testimony before 
that committee on the subject and that 
the committee did not know anything 
about it? . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; I have not 
contended that. I contend that they 
knew a great deal about it. I testified 
before the committee. Several ·other 
Senators testified before the committee. 
There was much testimony given on that 
subject. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The committee did 
not take any affirmative· action. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. ·The committee did 
not take any affirmative action. I have · 
read three or four times what action the 
committee took. The Committee 'o:ri 
Public Works rejected an amendment 
proposing the whole comprehensive-plan, 
but adopted amendments authorizing 
the construction of individual projects 
and appropriations therefor totaling · 
$250,000,000 to the Corps of Engineers 
and $175,000,000 to the Bureau of Recla
mation. The proposed appropriation 
for the Bureau of Reclamation was -con- · 
tingent upon the approval by the Com
mittee on Interior and Insular Affairs. 
That was the action ·of the committee 
.after taking much testimony. I do not · 

know for how many days testimony was 
taken. It was 3 or 4 days. It is all in · 
the RECORD. The Senator must have · 
completely misunderstood me, because I · 
never suggested that we did not have 
any hearings before the Committee on 
Public Works. It was just the reverse. 
I am trying to say that ·the committee 
had · adequate time to look into the 
matter and to study the subject. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. We certainly had ade
quate time. If it had not been for the 
people in the Northwest, possibly we 
could have taken some action. After we 
were tolerant, and listened to them, they 
still could not get together. ·Now all of 
a sudden they say "Take it." If we had 

. passed · this bill last year, we would be 
out there now looking into the proposal. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator is 
talkinrr about the Columbia Valley Ad
ministration bill. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. The Columbia River 
Administration- bill,, or any matter, in
cluding the bill which the· Senator from 
Washington has pending before the com
mittee. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. We in the Pacific 
Northwest have ·always been together. 
We did not want the bill to go to the 
Committee on Interior and Insular Af
fairs. 

Mr. CHAVEZ. If that were the case, 
this bill would have been passed last 
October, instead of being delayed untff 
now. · It is now that the committee· is 
expected to take some action. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is because the. 
bill went to the Committee on· Interior 
and Insular Affairs. It did not go there· 
because of any action on the part of the 
Senators from the Northwest. My . col
leagues made the suggestion that the 
Senator's committee adopt -the amend
ment. However, it went to-the Commit- 
tee on Interior and Insular Affairs. We 
were not in disagreement about it at all. 
The delay was caused . by the fact that 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs would not meet. · The Senator 
from New Mexico will recall that both he· 
and I suggested that the committee meet 
quickly. Since then the Senator from 
Oregon has had some· objection to the 
basin account, but last fall the rest of 
us were in complete agreement. We 
would rather not have had the bill go to 
the Committee on Interior and Insular 
Affairs. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator from 
Washington take the view that the Sep
tember 10 draft of this subject matter 
had the same legal effect as the present 
amendment? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Which draft does 
the Senator refer to? Is the Senator re
ferring to the one I submitted? 

Mr. CORDON. That is correct. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. It has practically 

the same effect. 
Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 

of the fact that the pending amendment, 
not only fails to do what the September· 
10 amendment did, because the ·· other 
amendment sought the adoption of the 
full coordinated report, which this 
amendment does n,ot, but that, in addi
tion, this amendment would make three 
major changes· in three major ·substan
tive laws in the field of public works and· 
power? 

Mr. -cHAVEZ. That is ·the ·obJection, 
Mr. President, which the committee has 
to the proposed amendment. Objection 
is not made to the merits of the proposal, 
but to trying to bring in an amendment 
at the last moment which changes the 
basic law. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from 
Oregon knows that he and I are in com
plete disagreement on the interpretation 
of the language of this proposal. The 
Senator from Oregon also knows that I 
submitted, i:iJong with .my colleague, a 
proposal to adopt the whole comprehen
sive report, but we were not successful in 
that, because it projected itself too far 
into the future. It was a huge thing. So 
we then decided, and the Committee on 
Public Works decided, ·to project the ini- · 
tial stage of the comprehensive plan, 
which extends for about 3 % years, or 
perhaps for a 3-year period, which in
cluded some projects .involving both ir
rigation and power. That is what the 
Committee on Public Works considered, 
and that is what we testified about. 

Mr. CORDON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me finish. 
The Senator from Oregon. places a legal 
interpretation on the proposed Colum
bia Basin account amendment. I lis
tened to him very carefully· for quite a 
few hours, and he did a good job in cross
examining the witnesses. I disagree with 
his interpretation. I do not think the 
amendment changes any particular law; · 
I think it adds a new practice in an over
all matter of the Columbia Basin. The 
Senator from Oregon disagrees with 
that. The Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs disagreed with the Sena-· 
tor from Oregon in that, because they · 
voted to report the bill 8 to 4. 

I appreciate that there can be a differ-· 
ence of opiJ)iori. I am of the opinion, 
first, that the language in the amend-· 
ment creating the basin account changes· 
no basic irrigation laws whatsoe"ver; sec
ond, that it does change the allocation of 
power revenues in the sense that it 
creates a bookkeeping basin account in 
which the interest component · can be 
used, if Congress· so authorizes, to sub
sidize-one may use any term he 
chooses-or to aid irrigation projects. 
That is my interpretation of it. If the 
Senator disagrees with that, he must 
disagree, because we-have had this dis-
3tgreement on the basin account for a 
long time. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. J>r~sident, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sen
ator from Oregon. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator re~ 
call the provision of the reclamation law 
under which the Solicitor of the Interior 
rendered his so-called Solicitor's opinion 
in 1944, which provision of law, found in 
the Reclamation Act of 1939, provides for_. 
the recovery from power revenues of 
what is termed interest at 3 percent; and 
does he recall that that provision was 
held by the Solicitor not to re·present in
terest at all, but to represent a measure 
for rate-making and a perpetual require
ment in ttie rate fm.· the particular power· 
development?" Is · the Senator familiar 
with that? 



1950 · CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 5045 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I am somewhat 

familiar with the so-called Solicitor's 
opinion. 

Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator famil
iar with the statement I have just made? 
Is it right or wrong? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am familiar with 
that, and I believe the Senator is correct 
in stating that that is what seemed to be 
the legal effect of his opinion. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator re
call that he had a second opinion in 
which he clarified the matter so that 
there could be no question about it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I did not see that. 
Mr. CORDON. I wm read it to the 

Senator later. If that be the case, then 
when we turn to this amendment and 
find there a provision that instead of 
the 3-percent provision being a rate
making measure, it is to be interest on 
an unpaid capital investment, would the 
Senator say that was or was not a change 
in reclamation law? . 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I would say it was 
not a change. 

Mr. CORDON. Then I reckon the 
Senator and I are going to have to agree 
to disagree in that regard. 

Now, one more question, if the Senator 
will yield. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator re

call that in section 5 of the Flood Control 
Act of 1944 there is a provision with ref
erence to power, and in that provision 
the Secretary of the Interior is directed 
to market power from flood-control and 
navigation dams, and the direction is
and I quote from the section-that the 
Secretary "shall transmit and dispose of 
such power and energy in such manner 
as to encourage the most widespread use 
thereof at the lowest possible rates to 
consumers consistent with sound busi
ness principles"? The Senator is aware 
that that is part of that section, is he 
not? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; that is cor
rect. 

Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 
of the fact that in the amendment there 
is a provision that the Secretary of the 
Interior shall fix the rates, and there is 
no limit whatever as to the ceiling to be 
placed on them, as there definitely is in 
the language I have quoted? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is no limit 
under the Flood Control Act. It states a 
blueprint by which the rates should be 
set, jtist as in other cases. I cannot re
call the language, but there is no limit. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator takes the 
view that a command that the power 
and energy be disposed of "in such man
ner as to encourage the most widespread 
use thereof at the lowest possible rates 
to consumers consistent with sound busi
ness principles" is not a limitation on the 
power to . set a · high rate? 

Mr. MAGNUSO!T. It is a blueprint. 
There is no limit on a rate that could be 
charged consistent with the blueprint. 
There is no limitation suggested in the 
rate ~uggested here. . In other words, the 
Bonneville Administrator is going to 
charge the lowest possible rate he can. 
charge consistent with his expenses. 

Mr. CORDON. Is there any direction· 
for him to do. it? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is all there is. 
There need not be a direction. He would 
get fired if he would not do it, and I sug
gest that the Senator from Oregon would 
be the first one to suggest that if he did 
not do it. 

Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator of the 
view tha·t the two commands as I have 
stated them represent no change in law? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not think they 
represent any change in law, but a 
change in certain methods of operation. 
I do not think they represent a change 
in the reclamation law at all. I will read 
the provision tu the Senator. On page 7 
the amendment says "return of such 
costs may be taken into consideration 
under the Federal reclamation laws." 

Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 
of the provision of the Bonneville Act 
that the rates to be set for pow-er sales 
shall be approved by the Federal Power 
Commission? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes'. 
Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 

of the provision of the amendment that 
those rates shall be set by the Secretary 
of the Interior, and that the only place 
the Federal Power Commission has in 
the picture is that it will be consulted? 
Does the Bena tor feel that that is or is 
not a change in the law? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Senator con
siders that the Federal Power Commis
sion is more than a consultant now; or. 
advisory, then there would be a change. 

Mr. COi~DON. If the Senator will per
mit me, it is not a question of what the 
Senator from Oregon thinks, it is a ques
tion of what the law is. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not think they 
would be more than advisory, or a con
sultant, now. 

Mr.. CORDON. The Senator will 
agree, however, whatever his views in 
that field may be, that the law, that is, 
the Bonneville law, requires the ap
proval of rates by the Federal Power 
Commission, and that the Senator's 
amendment will put the sole power of 
fixing rates in the hands of the Secretary 
of the Interior, and require him only to . 
consult the Power Commission? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The effect of the 
amendment is, of course, the establish
ment of the Federal Power Commission 
as a consultant body to advise the Sec
retary in setting the rates. The effect 
of the present system is that the Federal 
Power Commission acts in reverse, but I 
think the legal effect of the Senator's 
opinion would be to cha:p.ge it in that 
respect; in that they act as advisory 
anyway, but they have never been known 
to change. If the Bonneville Commis
sion came up with a rate, and the Fed
eral Power Commission said, "We do 
not like it," there would be nothing to 
do about it. 

Mr. CORDON. Approval is required 
by the law, and, of course, to me the 
word of the law is a command. Maybe 
it is not to the Senator. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Oh, Mr. President,· 
I have nothing to do with the adminis
tration of the law. I said the Senator 
is correct, that it does change it to that 
extent. 

Mr. CORbON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator again yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSQN. Yes. 

Mr. CORDON. Is the Senator aware 
of the present ·provisions of the Bonne
ville Act with reference to allocation of 
costs under the direction of the Power 
Commission? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am generally 
familiar with that. The Senatoi- prob
ably can quote the language. I wish I 
had the act here. 

Mr. CORDON. Is there any provision 
in the amendment for any allocation of 
that cl).aracter other than an allocation 
by the · Secratary, after discussion? I 
frankly state that it is not of gi-eat mo
ment, but I simply wanted to get some · 
of the legal differences in the two pro- · 
visions out into the clear where we can 
see them. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I may not be ac
curate, I will say to the Senator from 
Oregon, because I want to refresh my 
memory of the Bonneville Act, but I 
kuow that the purpose of the amendment 
is not to touch any of the provisions of . 
allocations of costs within the Bonneville · 
Act itself and within the Bonnevil1e Au
thority. It does not deal with the allo
cations of costs, and if it can be inter
preted to do so, then the language should 
be modified so that it does not. I am 
in no disagi-eemerit with the Senator on 
that point. The allocations of costs 
within the framework of power and the 
allocations of costs in the construction. 
of other matters in the Bonneville Au
thority, which operates the Bonnevil1e 
pool, should remain intact, and do re
main intact, according to my interpre
tation. 

Mr. CORDON. On page 5 of the 
Bonneville Act, which is Public Law-

Mr. MAGNUSON. Whatever the act 
is, the amendment does not attempt to 
change any of tl1e allocations of costs. 

Mr. CORDON. May I read it to the · 
Senator so we can consider that point? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Very well. 
Mr. CORDON. I am reading now 

from page 5 of the Bonneville Act: 
Rate schedules shall be based upon an 

allocation of costs made by the Federal 
Power Commission. 

Is the Senator familiar with the provi
sions of the amendment with reference 
to those allocations of costs and who 
shall make them? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not recall any 
place where we change that matter re
garding Bonneville. We do not change it 
regarding Bonneville. The amendment 
changes the allocation. 

Mr. CORDON. Does the Senator re
call his amendment, that is the amend
ment of the Committee on Interior and 
Insular Affairs? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Let me complete 
my answer. I am trying to refresh my 
recollection of the amendment. 

Mr. CORDON. Pardon me. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I read: 
(d) Allocations of construction costs for 

projects author ized in this a-ct to be con
structed in the Pacific Northwest, and for 
other projects included in the Columbia Ba
sin account as to which allocations have not 
heretofore been made, shall be the responsi
bilit y of the Secretary of the Interior in the 
case of the proj~cts constructed or to be con- · 
structed by the Department of the Interior, 
after consultation wit h the Secretary of the 
Army as to allocations to flood control and 
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navigation and with the Federal ·Power Com
mission as to allocations to power. Such al
locations shall be the responsibility of the 
Secretary of the Army in the case of projects 
cq_nstructed or to be constructed by the De
partment of the Army, after consultation 
with the Secretary of the Interior in the case 
or auocat10ns to irrigation anti tne ·preserva- · 
tion and propagation of fish and wildlife, and 
with the Federar Power Commission and the 
Secretary of the Interior with respect to allo
cations to power. 

The authority of the Bonneville Au
thority to make its allocations to the 
present project is not touched at all. 

Mr. CORDON. Will the Senator agree 
with me that the amendment with re
spect to rates and the setting up of the 
separate account that is necessary in 
connection with the interest subsidy pro
vides that it shall apply to projects here
tofore and herein authorized ·and here- · 
after to be authorized? -

Mr. MAGNUSON. Certainly. All the 
features of the basin account projects. 
would apply to projects hereafter. They 
are not retroactive. 
- Mr. CORDON. Then when the matter 

arises in the Senator's own State with 
reference to the greatest single subsidy 
to be found in the amendment, namely, 
the $432,000,000 subsidy in the Columbia 
Basin, and new allocations of costs are 
necessary, what is .the Senator's view as 
to who shall make them .. under the 
amendment? 

Mr. · MAGNUSON. I will have to 
apologize to the Senator. My colleague 
asked me a question. I did not hear the 
whole question. If the Senator will re
peat it. 

Mr. CORDON. If the Senator will per
mit, I shall do so. - I can· the Senator's 
attention first to the fact that the rates 
to be established shall be based upon 
certain information with respect to- proj
ects heretofore and herein authorized 
and hereafter to be authorized. One of 
those projects is the Columbia Basin 
account in the Senator's own State. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. CORDON. The testimony before 

the committee was that increased prices 
and changes in plans are going to require 
a different cost allocation in the future. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. For the Columbia 
Basin. 

Mr. CORDON. Yes, for the Columbia 
Basin. That project represents the 
largest single subsidy charge against the 
so--called interest component , some 
$432,000,000 is the last figure. But the 
officials are not sure that it· will not be 
millions of dollars more than that. They 
cannot tell because the project extends 
over a period of years. Who will make 
the new allocations with reference to 
that project for rate-making purposes 
under the committee amendment? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Bonneville 
Authority. 

Mr. CORDON .. Will the Senator some
time find for me in the law where that 
authority exists? 
. Mr. MAGNUSON. No; we do not in 
the amendment deal with the Bonneville 
authority to make rates. 

Mr. CORDON. But does not the
amendment provide that the Secretary 
shall have the sole power to make the 
rates? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. No; we do not pro- -intently, as I did during many days of 
vide that he shall have the sole power the hearings. 
to make the rates. We do not change I know that those who are charged 
the Federal reclamation law. The Sen- with the responsibility ·of keeping the 
ator is a distinguished member of the rates low and with the responsibility of 
Senate Appropriations Committee. I .do developing power and developing the 
Huli is.11vw·wiH:lii11::r lii.11:: l;Olniliitree hitl:fl.tati' ·~ c1JmPretten.si'9e- })o~n1iai·--of-~ tne- -'gruai;-L---L~-, 
the Columbia Basin project before it; but Columbia Basin, have been rather unan-
the House committee found that the cost imous in suggesting that the basin ac-
had gone down approximately 10 per- .courit, under -language of this type, be 
cent, or approximately 10 percent, below established. They suggest it because 
what was anticipated when the first they say it is. the only hope of keeping 
budget estimate was made. If that be power rates low. It is also the hope for 
true the costs in the Columbia Basin, in making a studied and carefully planned 
the :..1ext 2 y.ears before the project is development of the area at a minimum 
finished and the land begins to come in cost. 
for cultivation in about 2 or 2% years, · I base my thinking somewhat on the 
will be much less. thinking and conclusions of those _per-

Mr .. CORDON. May I suggest to the sons. As my colleague has said, I know 
Senator that if that be the case, by the of no opposition in the committee . . The -
simple expedient of adopting the sub- committee made a deep study of this 
stitute amendment of the Senator from matter. · I have great respect, as does 
Orgeon in the place of the amendment the Senator from Oregon, for Dr. Raver, 
of the Committee on Interior and In- . who runs the Bonneville Authority. He 
sular Affairs, there will then be in exist- has told me flatly that without the basin 
ence sufficient subsidy to pay for. all 13 account, he feels that he may have to 
reclamation projects which· are set out raise rates. He explained that he be
in the committee amendment, and the lieves he should have the basin account. 
amendment of the Senator from Oregon, I have said to the Senator_ from Florida 
and all existing projects for ·which the that even then as the report states, the 
testimony indicated subsidy might be rates may have to be raised. However, 
needed. That .would be two extra in Dr. Raver, who is the best authority on 
the Senator's own State. Then we could this matter, says he hopes he can keep 
start at scratch .at that time, and de- the rate .at $17150; but he says that with:
termine the over-all question of polioy, out the b~sin account, he has no chance 
and do it in connection ·with the Public of doing so. I accept his word, because 
Works Committee, which has an equal he is the man who makes the rates. -
intefest with the Interior and Insu'lar Mr. CORDON. The ·senator recalls 
Affairs Committee in the substantive law. the testimony, of course, which is to the 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am.giaci the Sen- effect that rates have to be raised, any-
ator used the words, '·'in connection with way; does he not? -
the Public Works Committee.n I hope . Mr. MAGNUSON. That is not my in
that in the future there will be a connec- formation from Dr . . Raver.. I agree with: 
tion, because -surely' the connection has the . Senator that there are some who 
been disjointed, or at least broken loose feel that rat~s may have to be raised 
in this particular case. slightly, anyway. However, with con-

I will say to the Senator from Oregon, structi?r: costs_ goin~ dow~, it In:ay be 
that I appreciate ·we are dealing with a that with the Columb1~ Basm pool it may 
highly technical method of administra- not be necessary to raise .rates. 
tion of what we call the basin funds. I ·In any . event, Dr. Raver-who is the 
appreciate that the Senator from Oregon best authority.on this matter, and he has 
has made an earnest study of this mat- to set the rates, and he has to administer 
ter and knows a great deal about it. He the Bonneville power pool-says that 
did yeoman work · in the Committee on without the basin account, for which he 
Interior and Insular Affairs, where he has proposed ~he language to be in
brought out many facts. The senator eluded, and which-he has gone _over and 
spe_nt almost a week, pretty nearly every over, and. which he has discusse~ with 
morning and a part of every aft~rnoon, everyone m th~ Department who is co~
discussing the matter and cross-exam- cerned and with everyone else who is 
ining witnesses from the Bureau of Rec- concerned and interested, he will have 
lamation and from the Department of to raise the rates. . 
the -Interior. . · Of course, I shall not get into disagree-

Mr. CORDON. The senator is most ment wit1:1 the .~enator from .Oregon. 
kind. However, m add1t1on, every governor of 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The committee e~ery State involved in the bas~n has put 
also listened, but the committee thought his stam~ of approval upon this method 
the suggestion which had been m de- of allocat10n. All of them may not have 

. . . _ . . a read the exact language proposed for the 
and it is not my suggestwn wholly-:--a~d basin account, but it has been submitted. 
the langua~e proposed for the basm to them rather in detail. 
account, as it came from the Bureau of I should like to place in the RECORD 
the B_udget, from the Department of the the recent letters from the Department 
Inte~1or, and from the Corps of Army of the Interior and from the Secretacy 
Engm~ers, probably was the best method of the Army. Let me read what the 
by which ~o approach this problem; and· Secretary of the Army says about the 
the committee so voted, basin account, as proposed under the 

I am.not so sure; I am not always sure present wording. I read now from a 
that I am right about these matters. letter dated April 6: 
Perhaps the Senator's-idea might be jtist This Department supports also the pro
as good. I intend to listen to him very posed amendrp.ent transmitted . with ibe 
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letter of February 1, 1950, from the Director 
of the Bureau of the Budget to the Secretary 
of ~he Interior insofar as it may affect .the 
proJects and duties of the Corps of Engineers 
and I have no objection to the parts thereof 
which pertain to the Department of the In
terior and only indirectly to the Department 
of the Army. Specifically in response to 
your letter, I ~on cur in the proposal to 
include the revenues and costs of· power 
projects of the Corps of Engineers in the 
basin account. 

Sincerely yours, 
GORDON GRAY, 

Secretary of the Army. 

The letter from the Secretary of the 
Interior is practically to the same effect. 
Mr. President, without burdening the 

. Senate by reading the two letters in full, 
I ask unanimous consent that they may 
·be printed at this point in the RECORD. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection? 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD. 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY, 
Washington, D . C., ApriZ 6, 1950. 

Hon. WARREN G. MAGNUSON, 
United States Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR MAGNUSON: I ·have your let- . 
ter of .March 22, 1950, requesting a brief 
statement of my views regarding the pro
posed amendment to H. R. 5472 as trans
mitted by the Director of the Bureau of the 
Budget under date of February l, 1950. 

The agreement of April 11, 1949, between 
the Department of Interior and the Depart
ment of the Army included an item (No. 6) 
to the effect that financial assistance from 
all power revenue-producing projects in the 
Pacific Northwest should· be pooled and ex
tended to aid irrigation under principles 
consistent with those embodied in reclama
tion law, and it contemplated the establish
ment of a basin account. ·The Chief of 
Ertgineers and I continue to be in full accord 
with this item of the agreement of April 11, 
1949. 

This Department supports also the pro
posed amendment transmitted with the let
ter of February l, 1950, from the Director of 
the Bureau of the Budget to the Secretary 
of the Interior insofar as it may affect the 
projects and duties of the Corps of Engineers 
and I have no objections to the parts thereof 
which pertain to the Department of the 
Interior and · only indirectly to the Depart
ment of the Army. Specifically in respons$ 
to your letter, I concur in the proposal to 
include the revenues and costs of power 
projects of the Corps of Engmeers in the 
basin account. 

Sincerely yours, 
GORDON GRAY, 

Secretary of the Army. 

UNITED STATES · DEPARTMENT 
OF THE INTERIOR, 

Washington, D. C., April 4, 1950. 
Hon. JosEPH C. O'MAHONEY, 

Chairman, Interior and Insular Affairs 
Commi ttee, United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
. MY DEAR SENATOR O'MAHONEY: Your let

ter of March 29 asks for my views on the de
sirability of enactment of the amendment to 
H. R. 5472, to authorize certain projects for 
const ruction by the Bureau of Reclamation 
in the Columbia Basin and to· authorize the 
establishment of a Columbia Basin account. 

This Department is in full accord with 
these purposes of the proposed amendment, 
and particularly the establishment of a Co
lumbia Basin account. 

Establishment of a basin account is felt 
by. the administration to be most necessary 
to provide for propar accounting, uniform 

rate making, and · a method of obtaining 
financial assistance for irrigation projects. 
As you know, the establishment of a Colum
bia Basin account was recommended in the 
agreement which was signed on April 11, · 
1949, by the Secretaries of the Army and the 
Interior, and the Commissioner of Reclama
tion and the Chief of Engineers. 

It is noted, howe·ver, that by changing the 
word "may" to "shall" in what is now line 
4, page 7, of the proposed amendment, the 
committee has changed the amendment as 
recommended by the Director of the Bureau 
of the Budget in his letter of February 1, 
1950, by making it mandatory for the Secre
tary of the Interior, in setting power rates, 
to take into account the interest component 
to the extent permitted by reclamation law. 
Under the original language recommended 
by the Bureau of the Budget such use of the 
interest component would have been dis
cretionary. The choice of "may" was delib
erately made and was thought to· be prefer
able in view of reference by the President of 
the whole subject of the sources of reclama
tion subsidy to the Water Resources Policy 
Commission for study and recommendation. 

_ TI?-e Bureau of the .Budget has advised that 
there is no objection to the presentation of 
the foregoing views to the Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
OSCAR L. CHAPMAN, 

Secretary of the Interior. 

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I should like to ask a· 

question of the Senator from Oregon. 
. Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 

Washington has the floor. 
Mr. LEHMAN. He has yielded to me: 

has he not? 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes. 
Mr. LEHMAN. I ask unanimous con

sent for that purpose. 
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 

there objection? The Chair hears none, 
and the Senator from New York may ask 
the question. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I ask the question be
cause my interest is in the multiple-pur
pose projects. I am as much interested 
in reclamation and irrigation as I am in 
the development of cheap power. 

I share the views of the distinguished 
Senator from Washington in my very 
high regard ~nd respect for the knowl
edge the Senator from Oregon has of 
this subject. I believe that no Member 
of the ,Senate has a wider knowledge of 
the problems of power and reclamation 
and irrigation than he has. 

Mr. CORDON. The Senator from 
Oregon is deeply appreciative. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I cannot see how it is 
possible, without a basin account-which 
would make possible the appropriation 
by Congress of a part of the revenues 
coming from the development of power, 
and notably the interest component-to 
develop the great program which I hope 
will continue in irrigation and reclama
tion. Otherwise, I do not see how that 
program can be brought into being. It 
seems to be absolutely impossible for 'it 
to be developed unless the means are at 
hand to make the interest component 
and possibly other parts of the revenues 
or profits which come from the develop
ment of power, available for use for the 
development of the reclamation and irri
gation projects. ·otherwise, I do not see 
how we can go ahead with these greatly 
needed reclamation and irrigation proj-

ects, which in my op1mon are of the 
greatest importance not only to the 
States affected, but, as I have said earlier 
today in my remarks, to the country as a 
whole. I should like to have the Senator 
explain that point. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, I am 
·happy to attempt to make the explana
tion. 

First, I wish to say to my friend, the 
junior Senator from New York, who was 
one of those who were most assiduous 
in their attendance at the hearings, and 
who showed a deep interest in a subject 
i:natt'er which must, oJ necessity, have to 
a very great extent been very strange 
to him, and whose questioning indicated 
an objective mind, that I shall do the 
best I ·can to answer what I know is a 
problem which he. feels needs an answer. 
Let me say that the Senator from Oregon 
feels, likewise, that the question must be 
answered. 

First, Mr. President, it has been stated 
here many times-and certainly there 
can be no question about it-that in the 
West, reclamation on the basis of a 100 
percent repayment from water users is 
almost a thing of the past. There no 
longer exist lands which can be re
claimed so that from the proceeds of the 
lands themselves the total cost of the 

· reclamation can be paid back to the 
Government, without interest, in the .40-
yea-· period or in the period of 40 years 
plus the additional 10 years which the 

_law provides. That type of land no 
longer exists. Therefore, if there is to 
be reclamation in the West; if new, raw, 
arid lands are to come under the plow; 
and if all the advancement incident 

, thereto and in anywise related thereto 
is to go forward-which means .homes 
and everything else connoted thereby
we are faced with the necessity of taking 
a part of this burden from the individual 
who uses the water. The Senator from 
Oregon feels, however, that there is only 
one way to do so, namely, by setting up 
a balance sheet. Let us say that it will 
cost so much money to reclaim an acre 
of land. It is worth only so much to the 
individual who will make. his living on 
it. Subtract the latter from the former, 
and charge the difference directly to the 
Federal Treasury, in the same way that 
we would charge any other nonreim
bursable expense to the United States. 

In doing so, let me say that Congress 
would find itself faced with a new re
sponsibility, one which it should face, 
and one which it ought to discharge; 
namely, that of careful scrutiny as to 
the extent to which we can justify that 
type of subsidy, because there must be 
some point at which too much is paid 
for what is received. Although we in 
the West want the other sections of the 
United States to be understanding and 
generous when it sets that yardstick, yet 
we cannot expect it to set the yardstick 
at some fantastic point, so that the in
vestment which must go into the land 
will be so disproportionate to the value 
to come out of the land as to be wholly 
ridiculous. 

That means" if the Senator will bear 
with me a moment more,. that one of the 
chores that he and I have in our com
mittee is to go d eply into this matter, 
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set up that type of yardstick, and present 
it frankly and fully to the Senate, so 
that every Senator who seeks to under
stand will understand the basic prin
ciples under which we are asking this 
assistance to develop the arid areas of 
the West. We should not, as is here 
l'ought to be done, set up a ghost ac
count, an account that is nonexistent, 
and to charge against it in the name of 
irrigatioa and reclamation what is ac
tually the difference between what is 
put into the land and what its use is 
worth to the man who cultivates it, and 
say it is payment; because it is not pay
ment. When we get that clear in · the 
minds of the Senate and of the House 
and the people of the United States, we 
shall have a better chance, bec~use it 
will be a logical procedure and we will 
be honestly laying our cards face up on 
the table. I hope we will do so. I thank 
the Senator. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator. 
I have but one more question. I fully 
agree with the Senator from Oregon 
tbat the final arbiter with regard to ap
propriations must be the Congress, but 
is it not a fact that the sums which will 
go into the proposed basin account are 
also subject to appropriation, and that 
they cannot be arbitrarily spent? 

Mr. CORDON. The answer to that . 
question requires more careful considera
tion of the meaning of this amendment 
than has been given it on the floor up 
to now. The philosophy inherent in the 
amendment has its beginnings in an 
opinion of a solicitor of the Department 
of the Interior back in 1944, as to the 
meaning of the 1939 Reclamation Act. 
It has been attempted in this amendment 
to use that opinion as the law in reclama
tion and to apply it and_ make it work
able in the Pacific Northwest with respect 
to all public power projects. We have 
overlooked utterly the fact that, (1) the 
opinion is unsound, (2) it has not been 
effective or in effect. The very case 
which was the occasion for its being 
sought, namely, the Columbia Basin case, 
and with respect to which it was sup
pm;ed to be a direct answer, is the one 
case to which the Department of the 
Interior has never applied it, and is the 
one place to which the head of the execu
tive department of the United States, 
the President, in a letter over his own 
sig·nature, said it must not be applied 
until there is additional congressional 
action. 

We must remember all those things be
fore we attempt to apply that sort of 
broken-leg interpretation in connection 
with the amendment which is now pend
ing and which seeks to faclude within 
the operation of an inoperable and in
operating act the projects of the Pacific 
~orthwest in the power field. We must 
have all that at hand, I may say to the 
Senator from New York, before his ques
tion can even have an approach to an 
answer. 

To simplify the picture, I would say 
that solely the potler in the Pacific 
Northwest, generated by dams built by 
the United States, would come under 
the basin account. The provisions of 
the amendment are that rates shall be 
charged sufficient to return the capital 
investment to th".'! Federal Treasury, plus 

interest on the unpaid capital invest
ment at 3 percent per annum, or what
ever the percent may be, and that at 
the same time for reclamation projects 
we are tO spend in case of the Mountain 
Home project $1,040 an acre, of wpich 
the water user can return only $100, 
so there is to be spent in order to re
claim the land $940 ari acre more than 
the land will pay back. · 

Over here we have an unrelated power 
project which is paying itself ou~. It was 
built with money that came from the 
Federal Treasury, borrowed from the 
people of the United States, in itself 
carrying an interest charge; so its use 
carries an interest charge to offset the 
cost to the Government. Yet in the case 
of this other power project it is expected 
that the interest which is paid on it and 
which goes into the· Federal Treasury, 
not only as it is paid in, but any other 
amount that may be paid in, or that 
might be paid in if the project were 
built, shall be set. up as a credit, against 
which the $940 can be charged. There 
is no money there; the money has gone 
in as interest; there is nothing against 
which to charge it. It is a ghost ac
count. We set up the overcharge for 
the reclamation, the $940, against that 
nonexistent account, and mark it paid. 
That is subsidy. But the worst of it is, 
it is concealed subsidy, and we must not 
have that when we enact law. 

Mr. LEHMAN. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 

Senator from Oregon has stated the 
facts and figures very well, but I think 
what he forgets is; first, there is another 
philosophy, to ·which the Senator from 
Oregon does not seem to adhere. It is 
the philosophy of an over-all develop
ment of a river which includes power, 
reclamation, flood-control and naviga
tion. One should help the other, and 
vice versa. The premise of the Sena tor 
from Oregon would be true if we were 
only developing power projects in the 
Columbia Basin and wished to have no 
future for irrigation proj'ects. We have 
approached this amendment with an
other basic philosophy, that there should 
be this give-and-take among the mul
tiple purposes In the development of the 
valley. 

I agree with what the Senator from 
Oregon says regarding a given project. 
I think it should be considered. As a 
matter of fact, we have had some dis
cussion about the Mountain Home proj
ect here today. There are a number of 
projects, and we have reached the point 
where there are going to be some doubt
ful projects. 

But this amendment does not attempt 
to tell the Congress that it shall not 
look closely and carefully at every irri
gation project. It does not say that the 
power interest component must be used. 
It is a matter of bookkeeping. It is not 
hidden. The Treasury knows how much 
comes in by way of interest and how 
much is paid out. The amendment does 
not touch that. There is nothing ghostly 
about the fact that the Federal Gov
ernment appropriates so much money 
for project A. It can say, "We might 
be a little more lenient with project A 
because the whole river system, all the 
projects leaning on each other, has 

placed this much money in the Treas
ury, and., therefore, we can afford to give 
a little more money to project A." 

All those facts are open and above 
board. As a matter of fact, when the 
Mountain Home project reaches the Ap
propriations Committee, the Senator 
from Oregon [Mr. CORDON] will know, 
down to the last red penny, what it will 
cost, and if it is not justified, the com
mittee will reject it. We merely say that 
this account should be established so 
that the over-all project can be devel
oped in that way. We cannot say we 
are goiJ;ig. to develop only power. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. CORDON. I want to present to 

the Senator a view with which I believe 
he will be most sympathetic. I suggested 
to the Senator from New York [Mr. 
LEHMAN] that when we have first deter
mined the yardstick, to measure the ex
tent of the subsidy, when we apply it, we 
charge that portion of the cost of irriga
tion, beyond the means of the water users 
to re:;>ay, as a reimbursable national in
vestment. When I make that statement, 
it is a considered statement. 

I may say to the Senator from Wash
ington that the very reason this matter 
is before the floor of the Senate-and 
the Senator and I differ in some respects 
with reference to i~is that there are 
reclamation projects in the Columbia 
Basin which happen, geographically and · 
topographically, not to be situated so 
that they can gain support from a power 
project. As has been said in the report, 
nothing but the accident of geography 
makes that result. We now seek to 
overcome, in-the Pacific Northwest, that
geographical and topographical accident 
by applying certain revenu~s to the use> 
of the reclamation excess cost. If that 
be sound-and I· am not prepared to ::;ay 
it is not sound-for the Pacific North
west, can it be said that when we leave 
the boundaries of the Pacific Northwest 
it ceases to have som.1dness? If it be a 
sound plan to adopt, should not the Sen
a tor from Utah [Mr. WATKINS], who 
happens not to have in his State an area 
which is blessed, as is ours, with "white 
coal" running down the Columbia Basin, 
have his area deemed to be unfortunate, 
geographically an~ topographically, and 
entitled to the same treatment as are the 
areas which are blesse~ with an oppor
tunity for a power subsidy in the Pacific 
Northwest? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the area to 
which reference has been made can have 
the same sort of an agreement, because 
it is also part of a river basin. We have 
to outline these things in some respects. 
It happens that.the Columbia Basin proj
ect, although a large one, as .the Senator 
well knows, can adjust itself to this sort 
of thing, and I am sure the State of 
Utah can do likewise, in some respects. 
I do not know whether it will set a pat
tern, but the Senator knows-he is an 
authority on irrigation and reclamation 
law-it is nothing new. There has 
always been an allocation of costs, and 
the Public Works Committee recognized 
that fact in the Missouri Valley compre
hensive plan and in the Rio Grande plan, 
not in the same language ~s in connec-
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tion with the Columbia Basin account, 
but according to the general principle. 

Mr. CORDON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield further? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I Yield. 
Mr. CORDON. The point the Senator 

from Oregon desires to make is that 
everywhere in the United States where 
reclamation is necessary or where a proj
ect can be established, where the benefits 
to be received justify the expenditure in
volved, the people should have the same 
break under Federal law. We must 
legislate for people, and if we make the 
charges in connection with reclamation 
what they should be, then wherever in 
the United States there is land which can 
be reclaimed on a sound basis, we may 
have it reclaimed, and we do not need to 
piddle around to try to see if it is in this 
basin or in that basin, whether there is 
power or whether there is no power. Let 
it rest, as it should rest, upon the sound 
foundation of need and national interest. 
Then we may continue, wherever there 
is power, to collect our revenues, which 
go into the Federal Treasury to increase 
the Government's ability to carry on our 
national program as it may from time to 
time be determined and changed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. The practical ef
fect of what the Senator has said will 
be realized if the amendment is adopted. 
All the projects will have to be approved 
by the Congress on their individual 
merits. They all must stand on their 
own feet. Congress will give a project 
in the Columbia B.asin as to the f easibil
ity of it, the same treatment it would 
give a project in Utah. In the Columbia 
River Basin what the Senator has called 
"white coal" flows, and we have taken 
advantage of it and have developed this 
potential; and power, flood control, navi
gation, and irrigation become almost in
separable in some projects. It might be 
well for the Government, through the use 
of all the facilities of the basin, to use 
some of the money to help a project 
which is not so feasible. But to effect 
that result, each project must come to 
Congress and stand on its own merits. 

Mr. WATKINS. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield. 
Mr. WATKINS. I note the reference 

to the utah s!tuation made · by the Sen
ator from Oregon [Mr. CORDON]. I think 
we should get along much better in this 

' debate if we got back to first principles 
announced in the reclamation law when 
it was passed. It has to do with a repay
ment of the costs of projects. At that 
time contracts were made with water 
users whereby they were to repay the cost 
of the project on an amortized basis. We 
have now gone beyond that point. We 
have gone beyond individual projects 
and have gone beyond the time when we 
construct small projects on small 
streams. We have now reached the 
multipurpose developments, and we 
shall probably not have anyone to sign 
the repayment contracts because the 
United States is going to build projects 
and will be in the public utility business. 

I introduced a bill yesterday to con
sider multipurpose projects of all kinds 
and types on a river basis. I proposed 
that we organize water users' associa
tions made up of States and the interests 

of the States to sign repayment con
tracts. I do not say how much they 
would have to repay, except that it w.:>uld 
be the cost of the project. There would 
be a contract signed by the interstate 
entity created under the act.. It would 
pay the interest and, if necessary, all the 
costs. That could be done from the 
over-all revenue coming from the entire 
river. Industrial and municipal users 
could pay, and the over-all income might 
be large enough to repay the entire cost. 
If the United States insists upon interest, 
within a reasonable time the interest 
could likewise be paid. 

It seems to me that we are missing the 
fundamental basis of the subject which 
we are now discussing. We are assum
ing, I take it, that under the basin
account proposal the United States itself 
would be in the utility business and 
would operate these giant projects. My 
proposal takes that thought out of the 
pictur.e. Under my proposal the United 
States would fulfill its historic role of 
building the project, but not operating 
it. It would proceed under the original 
provisions of the Reclamation Act, by 
allowing water users to repay the cost, 
and permitting the water users to own 
and control the project after they had 
repaid its cost, subject to whatever pro
visions are laid down for fixing rates for 
the power which is developed in connec- -
tion with the water project. Power is 
one of the attributes of a water develop
ment. It is the same water which is 
being used for irrigation purposes. The 
power levees would be held in trust by 
the interstate associations for the pur
pose of seeing to it that the development 
was taken care of. My proposal would 
eliminate what we are now discussing, 
namely, this phantom, this ghost, the 
basin account. The proposal would ap-

- ply to any interstate river system, which 
would include-and I have made some 
studies of the subject for 14 years and 
have had many years of experience with 
it-the Columbia River, the upper and 
lower Colorado River, and the entire 
interstate river systems of the arid West. 

It would eliminate the problem which 
the Senator from . Oregon is talking 
about. There would b~ no subsidy un
der this pl.:tn. It might take a long time 
to pay for it, but revenue derived from 
power, and the other revenues, would 
repay the entire cost. Furthermore, if 
the Government said that interest must 
be paid, that would be paid, too. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. What we are at
tempting to do is to pay the cost of the 
project, so that the Federal Government 
will not be out anything on the cost of 
it. 

I now yield to the Senator from Rhode 
Island for the purpose of making an in
sertion in the RECORD. 
COMMUNISTS IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE 

Mr. GREEN. Mr. President, I do not 
like to interrupt this interesting debate. 
However, two letters, which I should like 
to present to the Senate at this time, will 
illuminate for my colleagues one of the 
problems . which faces the subcommittee 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations 
which was appointed to hear charges of 
disloyalty against employees of the De
partment of State. The first letter, 

·which is addressed by myseli to Dr. 
Luther Harris Evans, the Librarian of 
Congress, reads as fallows: 

APRIL 7, 1950. 
Dr. LUTHER HARRIS EvANS, 

Librarian of Congress, 
Library of Congress, 

Washington, D. C. 
MY DEAR DR. EVANS: In a speech on the 

floor of the Senate on March 30, 1950, Senator 
JosEPH R. McCARTHY quoted the following 
which he said he had obtained from the 
Library of Congress: 

"At the present time Lattimore is in Af
ghanistan. While the State Department de
nies he has any connection with it, the fol
lowing information was obtained from the 
Library of Congress: 

"The Afghanistan Government asked the 
United States in December 1949 to send a 
preliminary mission to Afghanistan to in
vestigate the possibility of economic develop
ment under United Nations technical 
assistance program. Owen Lattimore was 
selected to be the head of this mission, 
which included a Mr. Caustin of the United 
Kingdom who is a member of the United 
Nations Secretariat; a Mr. Kirk of Canada, 
who is with the United Nations Food and 
Agriculture Organization; and a fourth mem
ber, an engineer, whose name is not known. 
The purpose of this mission was to pick out 
some key economic projects which might 
provide the basis for long-term assistance. 

"In other words, Mr. President, the Afghan
istan Governrnent asked this Government to 
send a preliminary mission there to investi
gate the possibility of assistance under our 
point 4 program. That is the program which 
Hanson is now planning." (CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, p. 4385, column 3.) 

Again on page 4391, column 1, of the CON• 
GRESSIONAL RECORD, Senator MCCARTHY re
ferred to information he had obtained from 
the Library of Congress in the following 
language: 

"Mr. McCARTHY. This is information which 
I got from the research branch of the Li
brary of Congress; I called the State Depart
ment, but I could not get this information 
there. The Library of Congress gave me 
this information: namely, that the Afghan
istan Government asked the United States in 
December 1949 to send a preliminary mission 
to Afghanistan to investigate the possibili
ties of utilizing the point 4 program in that 
area; that Owen Lattimore was selected to 
head that delegation; and that he is in that 
area or has recently returned therefrom." 

In a discussion on the floor with Senator 
DONNELL the following statements were 
made: 

"Mr. DoNNELL. In whose behalf ls it that 
the Senator understands that Mr. Lattimore 
is now in Afghanistan working out the point 
4 program? 

"Mr. ~cCARTHY. All I can say ls, the 
Afghanistan Government asked our State 
Department to send a man. They said, 'We 
will send Owen Lattimore.• I think perhaps 
the Senator will find that he is on the pay 
roll of UN; of course, being paid American 
money. 

"Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, Wil1 the Sen
ator yield for a further question? 

"The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator 
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from 
Missouri? 

"Mr. McCARTHY. I yield. 
"Mr. DONNELL. Am I correct in under

standing the Senator a few minutes ago to 
say that the State Department was request
ed to send a man to Afghanistan on the 
matter to which he has referred? 

"Mr. McCARTHY. That is correct. 
"Mr. DONNELL. And that Mr. Lattimore 

was sent by someone on that mission? Is 
that correct? 

"Mr. McCARTHY. He was picked by the 
State Department. and sent on that mission. 
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"Mr. DONNELL. And that was in the year 

1950, was it? 
"Mr. MCCARTHY. That is correct.''. (CON• 

GRESSIONAL RECORD, p. 4392, column 1.) 
In view of the above statements that were 

made on the floor of the Senate, I would ap
preciate your advising me if the information 
quoted by Senator McCARTHY is in fact cor
rect. If such information is in error, I 
would, of course, like to be advised what 
corrections are necessary. 

Yours sincerely, 
THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 

Chairman. 

In reply to my letter, Dr. Evans wrote 
me as follows: 

THE LiBRARIAN OF CONGRESS, 
Washington, D. C., April 10, 1950. 

The Honorable THEODORE FRANCIS GREEN, 
The United States Senate, 

Washington, D. C. 
DEAR SENATOR GREEN: In response to your 

letter of April 7, I beg to report that the Li
brary of Congress knows of no information 
to the effect that the Afghanistan Govern
ment ever made a request to the State De
partment in relation to the Owen LattiTUore 
mission; to the effect that the United Nations 
consulted the State Department on Dr. Lat
timore's appointment to the mission; to the 
effect that the State Department recom
mended Dr. Lattimore for this assignment, 
or to the effect that Dr. Lattimore's ex
·penses on this trip and any salary or fee 
-which may be involved are a charge on the 
United States, except in the sense that the 
United States is one of the contributors to 
the United Nations treasury. 

It is our understanding that the Afghan
istan Government made a request to the 
United Nations in December 1949, fo"r a tech
nical assistance mission, that the United 
Nations responded by sending a preliminary 
survey mission to ·investigate the possibil
ities of a program of technical assistance and 
general economic development, and that the 
United Nations Secreta iat chose Dr. Latti
more as one of the members of this prelim
inary survey mission. 

Respectfully submitted. 
LUTHER H. EVANS, 

Librarian of Congress. 

It seemed to me that this correspond
ence would help to clarify the work of 
the senatorial subcommittee, and throw 
strong light on some of the problems 
with which it has to deal. 

I sincerely thank my distinguished col
league, the Senator from Washington, 
for the privilege of permitting me to 
introduce these letters into the RECORD 
at this time. 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I un
derstand that the Senator from Wash
ingon [Mr. MAGNUSON] has not concluded 
his remarks, and that it will take him 
·same little time to do so. I understand 
also that the Senator from Vermont [Mr. 
AIKEN] has some remarks he has been 
waiting all day for an opportunity to 
make. Likewise there is an executive 
calendar containing several nominations 
to which there is no objection, which 
should be taken up. 

In this situation, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Sen
ate reconvenes tomorrow at 12 o'clock 
the Senator from Washington [Mr. 
MAGNUSON] may be recognized as ha·v
ing the floor for the continuation, un
interrupted, of the speech which he has 
bzen making. 

. The' PRESIDENT pro tempore. Is 
there objection?" The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. · 
POLITICAL EXPENDITURES FROM PRO· 

DUCTION AND MARKETING ADMINIS· 
TRATION FUNDS 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I rise 
rather reluctantly to call the attention 
of this Senate to a matter which seri
ously concerns all persons interested in 
the welfare of American agriculture. 

I wish the junior Senator from Min
nesota [Mr. HuMPH:tEYJ were present, 
because I am sure he would be inter
este..:. in what I have to say, but inas
much as he is not, he will have to read 
my remarks in the RECORD tomorrow. 

On April 3 and 4 the county commit
teemen of the Prcduction and Market
ing Administration for the State of Min
nesota met in St. Paul. This was an 
annual meeting, a perfectly proper 
meeting called for the purpose of de
veloping an agricultural conservation 
program for 1951. 

These programs have generally been 
beneficial to each of the 48 States and to 
the national agricultural economy. 

The 2-day meeting of the county com
mitteemen at St. Paul was for a per
fectly logical and legitimate purpose. 
. However, Mr. President, an incident 
connected with this meeting was, in my 
opinion, neither logical nor legitimate. 

It appears that the Secretary of Agri
culture was slated to address this meet
ing on the af terrioon of the second day, 
April 4. 

Evidently it appeared to the sponsors 
of this conference that members of the 
county committees alone gathered for 
the purpose of formulating the 1951 pro
gram would not provide a sufficient 
audience for the Secretary, and, so, un
der date of March 16, 1950, a notice was . 
sent to all the 5,000 community com
mitteemen of the PMA in the State of 
-Minnesota and signed by Charles W. 
Stickney, chairman of the Minnesota 
PMA committee. This notice, in effect, 
directed these 5,000 community commit
teemen to attend the meeting at 2: 30 
on the afternoon of April 4 to listen to 
the Secretary's speech. I now want to 
r~ad this notice sent by Mr. Stickney 
to the PMA community committeemen 
of Minnesota. 

. I wish to make it clear that the county 
committeemen were in their annual 2-
day meeting at St. Paul, and this notice 
which I shall read was sent to the 5,000 
community committeemen: 

UNITED STATES 
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

PRODUCTION AND 
MARKETING ADMINISTRATION, 

St. Paul, Minn., March 16, 1950. 
DEAR COMMUNITY COMMITTEEMAN: In order 

to give you an opportunity to meet and hear 
our Secretary of Agriculture, Charles F. Bran
nan, and tbe Administrator of our Produc
tion and Marketing Administration, Ralph 
Trigg, the state committee has arranged for 
you to attend the second day of the annual 
Minnesota County PMA Committee meeting 
in the arena of the St. Paul Auditorium, on 
Tuesday, April 4. 

The meeting will open at 10 o'clock, and 
Administrator Trigg's speech is scheduled at 
li on Tuesday morning, April ·4. Secretary 
Brannan will speak at 2:30 in the afternoon. 

Mr. President, that is the last refer
ence made to Mr. Trigg, who, I judge 
from the newspaper reports, did not 
speal{ anyway. The emphasis in this 
directive, or invitation, is placed. upon 
turning out to hear the Secretary of 
Agriculture. I continue the invitation: 

The decline in farm prices has placed even 
greater emphasis on the price-support pro
·gram which we in PMA are administering. 
We know you realize how controversial this 
subject has become. We feel it is extremely 
iinr;ortant for you community committee
men who represent agriculture at the grass 
roots, to have this chance to hear your sec
retary who is making a terrific fight to main
tain some measure of economic stability for 
farmers. 

Our production picture has changed since 
the war as it pertains to basic crops such as 
wheat and corn. With acreage allotments 
come diverted acres and we want to be sure 
that land taken out of wheat and corn this 
year will be put to the best possible conserva
tion use as far as practical. We feel sure 
that giving you an opportunity to hear your 
.administrator on this subject will give you 
renewed enthusiasm and a broader under
standing of the problems which now con
front us. 

A travel allowance is being authorized for 
community committeemen-. 

Five thousand of them, mind you
who attend this meeting. We are asking 
.that you contact other committeemen and 
try to make arrangements to pool rides. If 
you drive your own car, and are accompanied 
by one or more passengers, you may make 
a claim for 5 cents a mile. It will be neces
sary for you to keep an accurate record of 
the mileage in this event. 

If you come either by bus or train, buy 
your ticket and get a receipt for it. You 
must submit this receipt to the county office 
in order to be reimbursed for your far.e. 
. You will receive a regular day's pay for 
attending the meeting. For community com
mitteemen who live some distance from the 
Twin Cities and require traveling time which 
would exceed the 1 day, up to 2 days' salary 
will be authorized. 

We feel this is an opportunity which you, 
as committeemen cannot afford to miss. 
We strongly urge you to attend this meet
ing. 

Sincerely yours, 
CHAR.LES w. 8TiCKNEY, 

Chairman, Minnesota PMA Committee. 

I call particular attention to certain 
sentences in this letter. I quote: 

We feel it is extremely important for you 
community committeemen who represent 
agriculture at the grass roots to have this 
chance to hear your secretary who is making 
a terrific fight to maintain some measure of 
economic stability for farmers. 

We can well imagine, Mr. President, 
that upon having the importance of his 
attendance at this meeting on April 4 
so e~phasized that very few committ~e
men would feel like refusing to attend 
the meeting. 

However, if we read further along in 
the communication, we find that special 
inducements were made to secure the at· 
tendance of these 5,000 local committee
men, and I quote again: 

A travel allowance-is 't>eing authorized for 
community committeemen who attend this 
meeting. We are asking that you contact 
other committeemen and try to inake· ar
rangemeI?-ts ~o pool r~d~s. If you d,rive· your 
own car and are accompanied by one or more 
passengers, you may make: a claim for 5 cents 
a mile. It will be nec~ssary for you to keep 
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an accurate record of the mileage in this 
event. 

· So we see here the offer of the pay
ment of mileage to a community com
mitteeman so long as he brings a carload 
of neighbors with him. 

Certainly, this was intended to make 
sure -of a large attendance as the meet
ing was not restricted to committeemen 
alone. 

If the committeeman elects to come by 
bus or train, the communication states 
that he will be reimbursed for his fare. 
Finally, we read this: 

You will receive a regular day's pay for 
attending the meeting. For community 
committeemen who live some distance from 
the Twin Cities and require traveling time 
which would exceed the 1 day, up to 2 days' 
salary will be authorized. 

Thus we see, Mr. President, that these 
5,000 community committeemen were 
virtually instructed to appear at the St. 
Paul meeting to listen to Secretary 
Brannan and were to be reimbursed for 
travel expenses and per diem of $8 a day 
for either 1 or 2 days. 

What right the Department of Agri
culture had to pay $8 per day and ex
penses to 5,000 people to listen to the 
Secretary speak has not been explained. 

It is clear that the cost of the meeting 
must :1ave been somewhere between 
$50,000 and $100,000. 

It is not clear where the money was to 
come from. The only logical conclusion 
is that it would be taken from the funds 
allocated to the State of Minnesota for 
soil-improvement work. 

It is perfectly clear that $50,000 to 
$100,000 spent in paying travel expenses 
and per diem for an audience to hear 
Secretary Brannan cannot be used for 
linie or superphosphate or terracing or 
forestry work or other soil-conservation 
practices in the State of Minnesota. 

However, Mr. President, it would be 
easier to condone-to a certain extent at 
least-the cost of paying listeners a per 
diem and expenses to hear the Secretary 
speak if he had discussed the matter for 
which the annual meeting of the county 
committeemen was called. 

Let us see what the subject of his 
speech really was. 

I quote from the St. Paul Pioneer Press 
of Wednesday, April 5, 1950. 

The heading of the story reads "Bran
nan opens farm drive here; HUMPHREY 
aids." The story is written by Alfred 
D. Stedman, agricultural writer of the 
Pioneer Press. 

Mr. Stedman goes on to say: 
Before a record-breaking crowd of 8,000 

farmers in St. Paul Auditorium, the Truman 
administration's campaign for the Brannan 
farm plan was opened Tuesday afternoon and 
headed straight for the national elections of 
1950 and 1952. 

Battling shoulder to shoulder for the plan 
of free farm prices and production payments 
to maintain farm income were Secretary of 
Agriculture Charles F. Brannan, daddy of the 
plan, and United States Senator HUBERT H. 
HUMPHREY, of Minnesota, itS all-out sup
porter. Senator EDWARD J. THYE could not 
come and sent his greetings to the crowd. 

First Brannan and then HUMPHREY as
sailed tbe present law's system, particularly 
as applied to perishable products like po
tatoes, eggs, meat, and milk, of backing up 

!arm prices with a system of flexible supports 
that are made effective through Government 
buying. Both also assailed President Allan 
B. Kline of the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration, as defender of the present system. 
The flexible system is so named because as 
supplies pile up, price support levels are 
lowered. . 

Referring to the existing law as the Hope
Aiken plan, after its Republican authors 
Representative HOPE and Senator AIKEN, 
Senator HUMPHREY drew shouts of laughter 
and applause by declaring that it has in it 
"little hope and a lot of achin'," and that 
"the trouble with the flexible price support 
system is that the guy who always gets flexed 
first is the producer." 

Charles W. Stickney, State Chairman of the 
Production and Marketing Administration, 
presided at the climax of the meeting in St. 
Paul of county and community farmer com
mitteemen administering the farm price and 
agricultural conservation programs in Min
nesota. 

Mr. President, I have no objection to 
the Junior Senator from Minnesota ridi
culing my work in the Congress. I object 
strenuously to his misstating the facts 
to his own farmers. If the junior Sena
tor from Minnesota knew agricultural 
legislation, he would know that the pres
ent law which he is condemning is not 
the Hope-Aiken law, but a law enacted by 
a Congress with an overwhelming Demo
cratic majority and a law for which he 
would have voted, according to the tabu
lation in the RECORD, if he had been 
present and voting. 

If he knew agricultural legislation, he 
would know that the President of the 
United States on last October 31 by a 
stroke of his pen repealed that provision 
of the law which the Secretary of Agri
culture, the junior Senator from Minne
sota, · and · the President of the United 

·States now all say is essential to the wel- · 
fare of this country and the prosperity of 
our farms, namely, the provision for com
pensatory payments. 

If the junior Senator from Minnesota 
knew agricultural legislation, he· would 
know that when the provision for com
pensatory payments was repealed by the 
Eighty-first Democratic Congress there 
was not one word of protest from the 
Secretary of Agriculture, the President of 
the United States, the junior Senator 
from Minnesota, or anyone else. The 
administration was plainly most in
terested in repealing any provision of law 
with a Republican name on it whether 
beneficial to the farmers or not. 

If compensatory payments are good 
for the ·consumer and the farmer now, 
the junior Senator from Minnesota 
should know that they were equally good 
last October when he favored the repeal 
of provision of law which permitted them 
to be used. 

I have searched diligently through the 
transcript of the full speech made by 
Secretary Brannan at St. Paul and can 
find nowhere that he makes any refer
ence to the subject matter for which the 
conference of county committeemen was 
called, namely, the formulating and ad
ministration of agricultural programs as 
authorized by law. 

About two-thirds of his speech was de
voted to promoting the so-called Bran
nan plan and the rest of it to condemna-

tion of Allan Kline and the American 
Farm Bureau. 

The speeches of both the Secretary 
and the junior Senator from Minnesota 
were political from start to finish, and 
money appropriated to the Department 
of Agriculture for soil-conservation pro
grams cannot be l~ally spent in hiring 
audiences for political purposes. 

Every dollar spent in playing politics 
means $1 less for improving the soil of 
American farms. 

I know of no authority which permits 
the Comptroller· General to approve the 
expenditure of PMA funds for the pur
pose of which they were used at St. Paul. 

If the practice which was applied in 
Minnesota of spending public money to 
pay the expenses and per diem of farm
ers t::> listen to political speeches is fol
lowed in the other States the expense 
can be many millions of dollars all of 
which must come out of appropriations 
which Congress made for legitimate 
farm programs. 

When I see attempts made with the 
use of Federal funds appropriated for 
other purposes to discredit the acts of 
Congress, then I wonder how long we will 
tolerate an attitude which regards the 
work of a legislative body elected by the 
people as a detriment to good admin
istration. 

Mr. AIKEN subsequently said: Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent to 
have inserted in the RECORD at the con
clusion of my remarks the complete story 
of the St. Paul meeting, as published in 
the St. Paul Pioneer Press of Wednesday, 
April 5. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered tq be printed in the RECORD· 
as follows: 
BRANNAN OPENS FARM DRIVE HERE; HUMPHREY 

Ams 
(By Alfred D. Stedman) 

Before a record-breaking crowd of 8,000 
farmers in St. Paul Auditorium, the Tru
man administration's campaign for the 
Brannan farm plan was opened Tuesday aft
ernoon and headed straight for the national 
elections o.f 1950 and 1952. 

Battling shoulder to shoulder for the plan 
of free farm prices and production pay
ments to maintain farm income were Secre.
tary of . Agriculture Charles F. Brannan, 
daddy of the plan, and United States Sena
tor HUBERT H. HUMPHREY, of Minnesota, its 
all-out supporter. Senator EDWARD J. THYE 
could not come and sent liim greetings to 
the crowd. 

First Brannan and then HUMPHREY assailed 
the present law's system, particularly as 
applied to perishable products like potatoes, 
eggs, meat, and milk, of backing up farm 
prices with a system of flexible supports that 
are made effective through Government buy
ing. Both also assailed President Allan B. 
Kline, of the American Farm Bureau Fed
eration, as defender o.f the present system. 
The flexible system is so named because as 
supplies pile up, price-support levels are 
lowered. 

Referring to the existing law as the "Hope
Aiken" plan · after its Republican authors, 
Representative HOPE and Senator .AIKEN, Sen
ator HUMPHREY drew shouts of laughter and 
applause by declaring that it has in it "Utt.le 
hope and a lot of achin'," and that "the 
trouble with the :flexible price-support system 
is that the guy who always gets flexed first 
is the producer." 
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Charles W. Stickney; State chairman · of 

the Production and Marketing Administra
tion, presided at the climax oI the meeting 
in St. Paul of county and community farmer 
committeemen administering the farm price 
and agricultural conservation programs in 
Minnesota. 

For 2 hours, the crowd li;:;tened with vocal 
approval to the . two addresses-the first in 
effect Secretary Brannan's answer to Presi
dent Kline's attack on his plan at the Min
neapolis Farm Forum a month ago, and the 
second an amplification of that answer. 

Both Brannan and HUMPHREY urged the 
rank and file of · all farm organizations in
cluding the Farm Bureau to turn against the 
position of the Bureau's national leadership 
as represented by Mr. Klin,e, and get together 
in framing a new farm act, substantially as . 
proposed Monday by President Truman in 
his special message to Congress. 

In his written text though not 4n the 
spoken version, Secretary Brannan accused 
the Farm Bureau leadership of seeming to 
"talk out of two different sides of its mouth 
depending on who is listening" in expressing 
con-cern for low income farm people while 
urging a slash in Farmers Home Administra
tion funds used to help them. 

On the positive side, Secretary Brannan 
argued for his plan that-: _ . 

1. It would protect farm income and help 
head off a disastrous depression. 

2. That it would extend supports to the 
livestock industries including beef cattle, 
dairy and roultry products and hogs repre
senting more than half of agriculture's cash 
returns. · 

3. That it would stimulate consumption of 
. these products by allowing prices to go free 
in the markets. 

4. That it would thus encourage the feed
· ing up of grain surpluses. 

5. That it would discourage corporation 
farming by denying subsidies to the 2 . per

. cent of fa·rms that are huge. 
6. That it would encourage soil conserva

tion by denying payments to those farmers 
. refusing to safeguard "their soil. 

7. That it would solve as nearly as they 
can be solved the present potato and egg 
situations. 

On the negative side, Brannan answered 
Kline at several out not all points. As to 
regimentation, he declared his plan would 
involve less interference with the markets, 

· with business or farmers than the present 
one. As to costs, he said, these would be 
less under the Brannan plan, and he dis
missed as absurd the $18,000,000,000 and $19,-
00Q,000,000 estimates he said people have 
"trumped up." 

But he didn't answer the Kline argument 
that agriculture can't afford to risk depend
ence for income on an.nual appropriations 
by Congress to finance payments. · Further, 
none of the ·speakers explained why, if the 
system of flexible price supports is so wrong 
as they say, the Government itself has chosen 
to use the system to . get itself and farmers 
out of difficulties by fle~ing price supports 
downward for flax, potatoes, dairy products, 
and other commodities. So the farm · plan 
skinning operation once more fell just a 
bit short of its goal here Tuesday, as it did 
a month ago w:P.en undertaken in reverse 
at the Minneapolis Farm Forum. 

Attacks in newspapers on farm subsidies 
came in for special ribbing by Senator r:uM
PHREY, who declared that the second-class 
mailing subsidies of newspapers and maga
zines coming to $200,000,000 last year ex-

. ceeded the costs of the potato plan. 
Also HUMPHREY heaped scorn on spokes

men for American corporations who- see the 
country going to the dogs, to bankruptcy, or 
to socialism through deficit spending, high 
taxes, regimentation, and subsidies for farm
ers. In 8 years prior to 1949, American cor
porations total of net incomes after taxes 
was $118,000,000,000, HUMPHREY said: . 

County farm committeemen spent Mon
day working on the new agricultural conser
vation program. Community committeemen 
came in for the meeting Tuesday. Many 

. drove to St. Paul, several often pooling the 
use of one car, and others came by bus or 
train. There were some .grumbling reports 
to the Pioneer Press tha.t mileage for travel 
and up to 2 days' per diem allowances were 
paid to committeemen. But. the answer 

. given in their behalf was th.at they have spent 
a great deal of time and effort working on 
these farm programs without any compensa
tion, so the moderate allowances to attend 
the one meeting of the year tn St . . Paul were 
thought justified. 

"Do you want another meeting next year?" 
Chairman Stickney asked a moment before 
adjournment. A great chorus of assent was 

· the answer. 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I also asl{ 
unanimous consent to have printed at 
this point in the RECORD an editorial en
titled, "Political Propaganda for Captive 
Audience," from the Minneapolis Star of 
Thursday, April 6; also an editorial en
titled, "PMA: Aid to Farmers or Political 
Weapon?," from the Minneapolis Star of 
April 7; and also an article entitled, 
"PMA Parley 'Political Meeting,' Farm
er Says," from the Mankato Free Press 
of April 6. · 

There being no objection, the editorials 
· and article were ordered to be printed 
in the RECORD, as follows: 
[From the Minneapolis Star of April 6, 1950) 
POLITICAL PROPAGANDA FOR CAPTIVE AUDIBNCE 

Tuesday morning iri the St. Paul audito
rium, Frank K. Woolley, deputy administra
tor of the production and marketing admin
istration (PMA), gave . farmers some of the 
facts of life about price supports. He said 
that if any program is to succeed, produc
tion must be held to consumption. 

· He made the rather surprisihg statement 
that farm product surpluses are not alarm
ing, but in general his talk was a matter
of-f act presentation of problems involved in 

-administering the agricultural laws. His 
audience was made up largely of county and 
township PMA committeemen who we~e paid 
$8 a day and mileage to attend the meeting. 

·They were fairly attentive, though a goodly 
·number walked out before Woolley quit 
ti'tlking. 

In the afternoon a couple of spellbinders 
took over. Nobody' left while they were 
talking. Agriculture Secretary Branna;n and 
Senator HUMPHREY-particularly the ll').tt_er
had six or seven thousand farmers sitting on 
the ~dges of their seats, seemingly mesmer
ized by the oratorical flood. . HUMPHREY 

·seldom has been in better form. 
HUMPHREY and Brannan said in effect: 

"Here are the facts; now go home and make 
up your own minds about the Brannan plan." 
But they were trying very hard, with all the 
oratorical and political tricks known, to 
make up the farmers' minds for them. 

They issued no warnings about production 
control. They were saddened by the dr.op 
in farm income. General Motors and the 
newspapers don't sell their products at 60 
percent of parity, HUMPHREY noted. In a 
:flexible price system, he said, the only people 
to get flexed are the farmers. 

- It's a smart platform trick to tell listeners 
from any group how badly off they are, how 
discriminated against. Farmers, husiness
men, teachers, doctors--:they all seem to like 
that line. HUMPHREY gave the PMA crowd 
both barrels. But he neglected to give a full 
account of the farm problem, if he knows 
what that is-which now appeal'.s doubtful. 
· Sure, farm income is down. In the war 

' -and immediate postwar period the United 
.States had to supply great amounts of food 
to allies and friends abroad. Now European 

!armers are back. into .production. France 
has a surplus of food. Dollars are scarce in 
foreign lands and the export market-except 
for ECA donations-is al.most nonexistent . 

When an automobile manufacturer or a. 
newspaper publisher has produced enough of 
his product to satisfy the market, he neces
sarily holds his output to that demand. The 
Government .does not guarantee to take the 

. surplus at a support price. · 
For the present, farm production is greater 

tpan demand. Even if prices were to stay at 
the high point of the past decade, total farm 
income would be bound to decline because 

. the volJJme .is less. 
As American population increases and if 

. world trade is made freer, the situation is 
likely to improve. · In the meantime·, farmers 
should make opei:ations as efficient and eco
nomical as possible, to help compensate for 
the loss in total income. That is wliat an 
auto · manufacturer does. 

Brannan .and HUMPHREY intimated to the 
farmers that the Brannan plan would solve 
all their problems. That plan is one of sev
eral' proposals to keep farm income from 
dropping too far. The Nation seems to have 

' . accepted the proposition that agriculture, be
. cause it is so fundamental to the existence of 
all the people and because farmers are sub
ject to weather and :qlarket conditions beyond 

·_ their control, is entitled to some so~t of guar
anty against too extreme price fluctuations. 

The Brannai;i plan would make those guar
anties high. That would mean large appro
priations to keep the program going. And 
any time Congress decided against the ap
propriations-taxpayer pressure might be. 
asserted-the supports would falter. That's 
a pretty precarious basis upon which to build 
a permanent plan for agriculture. 

. To keep any high support plan within 
bounds at all requires rigid controls to hold 
down production. But that's an unpleasant 
subject which Brannan and HUMPHREY 
glossed over in their pep talks . 

The meeting of PMA county and town
ship_ committeemen was supposedly called to 
acquaint tliose farmers with procedure for 
applying crop ' controls and soil conservation 
payments: It wound up with , the strongest 
dose of politi.cal medicine handed out in these 
parts in a long, long time, · 

[From the Minneapolis Star of April 7, 1950) 
PMA: AID TO FARMERS OR POLITICAL WEAPON? 

PMA is the abbreviation for "Productivn 
and Marketing Administration," a division 
of the Department of Agriculture. It was 
created in 1945 to take over ·the functions of 
several earlier agencies: Surplus Commodi
ties Corporation, Office of Basic Commodities, 
Agricultural Adjustment Agency (AAA), etc. 
It assumed direction of the Commodity 
_Credit Corporation and the Federal Crop In
surance corporation. 

Every State has a PMA office, every county 
has a PMA committee, and nearly every town
ship · also has· one. In some cases two or 
more townships join in a community com
mittee. Minnesota has 269 county commit
teemen, 4,200 township committee members. 

A township (or community) meeting elects 
three local committeemen and · three dele
gates to a county meeting (they .may be the 
same three) , which in turn elects three 
county committeemen. 
- These members, both county and township, 
check up on soil conservation practices for 
which farmers receive Federal benefits, in
form farmers about Government programs, 
supervise crop insurance, measure stored 
grain, and do a lot of other official chores. 

Committeemen are paid $8 a day and 
mileage. Most township members are 'paid 
for only half a dozen days a year. County 
committeemen may ·be paid for 50 or more 
days. 

They were paid with Government funds to 
attend the St. Paul meeting this week to / ,. 
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hear the agricultural program explained _and 
to listen to political pep talks for the Bran
nan plan by Senator HUMPHREY and Secretary 
Brannan. 

PMA committees carry on much the same 
work as the old triple A committee. AAA 
\.as set up in the early 1930's to assist farm
ers in various ways. At first the program of 
payments was virtually self-supporting, with 
processing taxes on farm commodities pay
ing the costs. In 1936 the Supreme Court 
threw out the processing taxes. 

Then a plan was devised to pay farmers 
for so-called soil-conservation practices. 
Payments have been made .for spreading 
fertilizer, raising legumes, planting trees, 
turning under green crops, etc. 

Many of these practices have helped build 
up the land. In the majority of cases, prob
E.bly, they would have been followed by the 
farmers without payment. Yet s~metimes 
they have been applied chiefly to get the 
Government payment and with no relation to 
a unified soil-conservation plan. Such 
benefits should be paid upon the approval 
and through the Soil Conservation Service. 

PMA-and AAA before it-has been adver
tised as democracy at the grassroots. There 
is some justification for the claim when the 
committeemen participate simply as farm
ers-and many of them do that. But some
times individuals become mainly interested 
in keeping their committee jobs. Then PMA 
becomes bureaucracy at the grass roots. 

Minnesota has just seen how PMA can be
come a· potent political pressure set-up. 
Committeemen were brought into St~ Paul at 

, public expense and subjected to the sal~s
manship of Democratic Party leaders. Be
cause it has grassroots access, PMA can be
come one of the most powerful of political 
arm'S. 

Country Gentleman magazine reported 
that 590 man-days of work were required 
to check performance, figure up results and 
pay out an average of $35.01 to DeKalb 
County, Ill., farmers_ who coopera~ed with 
PMA. That county has 178 part- and full
time Federal employees to provide services to 
the farmers. Minnesota is comparable. 

No doubt PMA has rendered many neces
sary services to the farmers. Most of the 
committeemen are conscientious public ser
vants. But it is time to reexamine the mul
tiplicity of bureaus under the Department of 
Agriculture and get away from inefficiencies 
such as no self-respecting farmer would allow 
on his own place. 

[From the Mankato Free Press of April 6, 
1950) 

PMA PARLEY "POLITICAL MEETING," 
FARMER SAYS 

The recent State conference of production 
marketing administration committeemen in 
St. Paul was "nothing more than a political 
meeting paid for by American taxpayers' 
money, Roy Schulz, Mankato Township 
farmer who was asked to resign as a commit
teem~n when he became Blue Earth County 
Republican chah!man, charged today. 

Pointing out that "I'm not against the 
farm program but I am against using public 
funds for political rallies," Schulz estimated 
that the meeting cost "no less than $75,000, 
paid for by the taxpayers." Referring to a 
letter sent to committeemen by Charles W. 
Stickney, chairman of the Minnesota PMA 

. committee, Schulz said that those attending 
the meeting received a committeeman's regu
lar day's pay-which is $8-plus travel ex
penses. He said approximately 6,000 men at
tended the meeting and at a probable av-erage 
of $10 (n pay and expenses, they received a 
total of at least $60,000. He estimated that 
expenses for -Secretary of Agriculture Charles 
F. Brannan, who addressed the group, and 
his party of seven added $15,000 to th-e total. 

Both Brannan and Senator HUBERT H. HU.M· 
PHREY -spoke at the meeting. Schulz at
tended. when, .he said, he received an ·1nvi-

tation from Stickney, "who apparently didn~t 
know I no longer am a committeeman,"." 
Schulz said he paid his own expep.s_es. 

"Brannan said it' was one of several such 
meetings held throughout the country," the 
young farmer declared. "If that is true, I 

· wonder if the money spent for all these con
ferences wouldn't help to add to the hog
support funds that Brannan says are so short 
he can't continue the price-support pro
gram. During the time I was connected with 
PMA, I found that it takes 50 to 60 cents out 
of every dollar used in that program to pay 
administrative costs. Since most farmers al
ready had signed up under the 1950 support 
program, a meeting of committeemen at this 
time was not necessary." Schulz said he 
thinks it ls peculiar that P!>4A committee
men meetings, held every 2 years, always 
come in election years. Speakers at the 
meetings frequently refer to. "they" when 
discussing criticism of the farm program, 
but never say who "they" are, Schulz de
clared. He added that it is "apparent 'they' 
are Republicans." 

"Mr. HUMPHREY told us that 'you farmers 
are minute _ men,' " Schulz reported. "I 
think he should have said precinct workers." 

Schulz said he was elected a PMA com
mitteeman last November, but, when he was 
named county Republican chairman, he re
ported that the county PMA committee told 
him he couldn't hold a political office and 
remain a committeeman. "I also was told,'' 
he said, "that I better keep still about it. 
I wanted a letter from the State committee 
acknowledging my quitting but I didn't get 
it." 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I am 
glad the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont raised the point he has raised 
on the floor of the Senate today, because 
the question continually arises here: 
"What is poVtical?" There is on the 
books a Federal statute respecting at
tempts to influence legislation by per
sons on the public pay roll, and I want 
to say a few words about that statute. 

The instance presented here this after
noon by the Senator from Vermont is 
another in the long list of examples of 
attempts by Government employees ·to 
influence legislation. 

From time to time, committees of Con
gress have investigated and exposed 
private lobbyists who have attempted to 
influence legislation. The President of 
the United States, and many high Gov
ernment officers, have severely de
nounced the activities of private lobby
ists. 

Yet, whenever it is suggested that Gov
ernment officials themselves may be en
gaged in influencing legislation. the sug
gestion is pooh poohed and ignored by 
Government officers sworn to prevent 
such misuse of the public money. 

Section 201 of title 18 of the United 
States Code is specifically designed to 
prevent attempts to influence legislation 
by p~rsons on the public pay roll. I de
sire to read it into the RECORD at this 
time: 

No part of the money appropriated by any 
act shall, in the absence of express authori
zation by Congress, be used directly or in
directly-

I repeat the words "directly or indi
rectly"....:: 
to pay for any personal service, advertise
ment, telegram, telephone, letter, printed or 
written matter, or other device, intended 
or designed · to influence in any manner a 
Member of· Congress, to favor or oppose, by 
vote or otherwise, any legislation or appro-

priation by Congress. whether before or after 
the introduction of a:i;iy bill or resolution 
proposing such legis~ation or appropriation. 

Time and again Congress has turned 
up instances, just like this one, of 
violation 'of this section of the law by 
Government employees. There were 
violations by employees in the Post Office 
Department, the Reclamation Bureau, 
the Office of ·Education, the United 

• States Public Health Service, the Social 
Security Administration, and even the 
War Department, in regard to the pro
posal for universal military training. 

. Most of those specific cases, with the 
names, dates, and circumt~':l.nces, were 
reported in official committee reports 
and were certified to the Attorney Gen
eral; but so far as I know, no action ever 
was taken upon them under this section 
of the law. 

It is a sorry display, I say, for the 
Pre~ident and other Government officials 
to de:1ounce private lobbyists who seek to 
influence legislation, while other Gov
ernment officials freely use the public 
money and Government employees to go 
up and down the country making propa
ganda for or against proposed legislation. 

Judging from its hypocritical action 
in the past, it would seem that this ad
ministration is not going to do anything 
about the case presented by the Senator 
from Vermont, any more than will the 
President spare us from his coming non
political tour to test the political appeal 
of legislative issues for the coming elec
tion. Mr. President, this administration 
plays politics with the public money and 
with the public business every waking 
hour of the day, even in violation of the 
plain language of the law. 

Mr. President, how much Government 
money can be spent for these political 
meetings? How much Government 
money can be spent to bring crowds to 
hear the Secretary of Agriculture try 
to put through the Congress the Bran
nan plan? Not only did Mr. Brannan, 
a Cabinet officer, attend this political 
meeting and have paid hearers, but, 
in addition, Frank W. Wooley, reputy 
Production and Marketing Administra
tor; also the Director of the Grain 
Branch, Leroy K. Smith; and also the 
Branch Director of the Agricultural Con
servation programs A. V. McCormac~ 
went there. All those gentlemen went 
from · Washington on the taxpayers' 
money to attend that meeting. 

I wish to speak .about the amount of 
money that is appropriated for this pur
pose. The distinguished Senator from 
Vermont has not been able to tell us the 
amount of money. I called Mr. Trigg, 
who has charge of this matter, and-who 
usually appears before the Appropria
tions Committee; and I asked him the 
cost of this. He said, "I cannot tell the 
cost. I have called Minnesota, and they 
will let me know at the end of the month 
what it will cost for this hearing." 

In the letter these people were told 
they would be paid $8 a day and 5 cents 

·a mile for transportation. The House 
bearings on the agricultural appropria
tion bill give, at page 1451, an estimate 
that the county committeemen work an 
average of 77 days a year, and they are 
presently paid compensation at the rate 
of $7.20 a day, which in 1951 is proposed 
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to be raised, under the estimate, to $7.82 
a day. If Members of the Senate are 
interested in this matter, they can see 
a table on page 1465 of the House 
hearings. 

In addition to this daily pay, travel 
within their State is paid, under the 
Travel Expense Act of 1949, in an amount 
not to exceed $7 actually or an allowance 
of $9 a day in lieu of subsistence. So, 
Mr. President, not only will they get the 
$8 a day, but they can receive up to '$9 
a day in lieu of subsistence. They can 
also receive, for actual transportation, 7 
cents a mile if'they use privately owned 
automobiles; or they can receive the ac
tual cost of transportation if they travel 
in common carriers. 

The budget estimates request an in
crease of $1,430,000 for 1951. Of course 
I realize this is a political year. If they 
are going to be paid at the rate of $16 
for a hearing, plus the' cost of transpor
tation to get the hearers for the Demo
cratic Party, that will use the $1,430,000 
for 1951, which is the increase which 
now is being asked from Congress. 

For this entire matter, $285,000,000 is 
requested for the administration, out of 
which will come this cost. For this year 
the House committee has voted to reduce 
that amount to $22,882,282. · 

Mr. President, this is only a congres
sional election year, a year when the 
Members of the House of Representatives 
and one-third of the Members of the 
Senate will be elected or reelected. How
ever, it appears that this will be a method 
of obtaining listeners for those who 
would put over on the public the Bran
nan plan; and now request is made for 
$1,430,000 of the taxpayers' money with 
which to do it. · _ 

Again I ask, What is political? If the 
letter does not indicate that this is politi
cal, if what the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont has said about the speech 
by Mr. Brannan does not indicate an at
tempt to put the Brannan plan through 
the Congress, I ask, What is political? 

Mr. President, this activity is a . clear 
violation of the law. The Attorney Gen
eral should take prompt action, regard
less of whether the person involved is a 
fell ow Cabinet officer or whether it be 
the D~puty PMA Administrator, Frank 

• W. Wooley; or the Director of the Grain 
Branch, Leroy K. Smith; or the Agricul
tural Conservation Programs Branch 
Manager A. V. McCormack. Regardless 
of who is involved, the Attorney Gen
eral should take the same cognizance of 
any violation of the law by high-ranking 
officials or by other officials who have 
used this money for political purposes, 
as he would of such a violation of the 
law by John Doe or Richard Roe. Cer
tainly the person concerned makes ·no 
difference. In America we want equal 
justice under law. This law has been 
enacted in order that the taxpayers' 
money shall not be used for political pur
poses, to influence Members of Congress. 
A clear case of violation of that law has 
now been presented. We shall wait to 
see what action the Attorney General of 
the United States-who has taken ·an 
oath to enforce the law of the land, just 
as the President has done-will take in 
this case. 

CONTROL OF COMNIUNISTS IN THE 
UNITED STATES 

Mr. HOLLAND obtained the floor. 
Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will 

the Senator from Florida yield? 
Mr. HOLLAND. I yield. 
Mr. FERGUSON. I ask: unanimous 

consent to have printed in the RECOR!> an 
editorial entitled "Curbing Our Own 
Reds," from the Washington Eveni:i:ig 
Star of today. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CURBING OUR OWN REDS 
The main line of attack againsf the 

Mundt-Ferguson bill, designed to curb sub
versive activities in this country, is that the 
measure is carelessly drafted and the prod
uct of a current mood of hysteria. Nothing 
could be further from the truth. Whatever 
defects the bill may have, it is based on 
years of congressional study and has been 
written with extreme care to meet the con
s'~- ~ utional attacks that are certain to be 
made if the measure becomes law. 

not the form . of .this particular bill. They 
will oppose. any measure designed _to achi~ve 
the same objectives and containing the nec
essary teeth. So the essential q-qestions are 
whether the Communist conspiracy is real 
enough to justify the enactment of such a 
measure, and whether the Constitution will 
permit its enforcement if enacted. 

The reality of the conspiracy is attested by 
the fact that we are spending more than 
$20,000,000,000 a year to_ defend ourselves 
against the Communists and to check their 
encroachments abroad. In that setting, it 
would be an absurdity not to do all that can 
be done to curb the Communists and their 
sympathi-zers in this country. Will the Con
stitution permit this? If not, then it fol
lows that that document denies to Congress 
the power to adopt laws to protect the Nation 
against those who would use our constitu
tional liberties to destroy us. It is hard to 
believe that this is the case. 

It seems to the Star that Congress should 
make all possible improvements in the )':>ill, 
and then pass it. After that, it can be tested 
in the courts. But it should not be permit
ted to die simply because some people think 
it is unconstitutional and because some . 
others pretend to think so. 

This bill has been favorably reported from 
the senate Judiciary Committee by a vote Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I 
of 12 to 1. Senator LANGER ·was the dissenter. wish to read 'a portion of the article, 
Senator KEFAU~R voted to report the bill which de.als with communism. 
so the Senate might consider it, but said 
he had misgivings as to certain provisions 
and would vote against the bill in the end 
unless those provisions are changed. 

The bill undertakes to do '.:our things: 
(1) To make unlawful a conspiracy· "to per
form any act which would substantially con
tribute" to the establishment · within the 
United States of a totalitarian dictator~hip 
under foreign control. (2) To requir~ the 
Communist movement in the tTnited States, 
ln view of its foreign-directed character, to 
operate in the open rather than under
ground. (3) To cut the threads which bind 
the international Communist conspiracy to
gether by restricting international travel of 
members of the American section of the 
world Communist movement. (4) To pro
tect the integrity of our Government by 
denying Government employment to mem
bers of the American section of the world 
Communist movement and by protecting the 
security secrets of the United States against 
agents of a foreign government or the Com
munist movement. 

This, in substance, is the Ju~iciary Com
mittee's delineatl.on of the purposes of the 
bill. The ·controversy has to do, not so much 
with the purposes but with the specific pro
cedures by which the ends would be attained. 

The most vociferous criticism has come, 
naturally enough, from the Communists, but 
this can be disregarded for their selfish in
terest is self-evident. There have been 
other critics, however, and some of them, at 
least, are unquestionably sincere. Their 
criticism falls into four general categories. 
They say that the proposed law is an uncon
stitutional abridgment ()f free speech, free 
press, and free assembly; that it seeks to 
establish guilt by association, though guilt 
should be a personal matter; that it defines 
crime in such vague terms that an offender 
would not know he was violating the law, 
and that its procedures violate due process 
of law. 

These are points on which well-meaning 
men can and generally do differ when any 
such ·legislation as this is under considera
tion. In the Star's judgment, the criticism 
is not sound. The bill, of course, will be 
carefully debated in the Senate. · If the lan
guage can be made clearer, if more safe
guards can be devised without vitiating the 
bill, that shg,Uld and undoubtedly will be 
done. But it should be ,kept in mind that 
the lines on these issues are. firmly drawn. 
,What most of the critics really obj~ct to is :... 

The reality of the conspiracy is attested 
by the fact that we are spending more than 
$20,000,000,000 a year to defend ourselves 
against the Communists and to check their 
encroachments abroad. In that setting, it 
would be an absurdity not to do all that can 
be done to curb the Communists and their 
sympathizers in this country . . Will the C0n
stitution permit this? If not, then it fol
lows that that document den~e!l to Congre_ss 
the .power to adopt laws to protect the Na
tion aga-inst those who would use our con
stitutional liberties to destroy us. It is 
hard to believe that this is the case. 

Mr. President, that is not the case. 
The Constitution of the United States 
permits the Congress to defend the peo
ple of the United States and the insti
tutions of the United States. When we 
realize that communism is an interna
tional conspiracy, when we realize that 
we are spending billions of dollars for 
national defense and to check the en
croachments of Communists abroad, 
then we in the Senate should at least 
take the time to pass a law which will 
curb the Reds in the United States. I 
hope this editorial will bring to the at
tention of all Senators the real necessity 
for bringing to this floor Senate bill 2311, 
the bill now on the cal~ndar, to pro
tect the United States against certain 
Un-American and subversive activities, 
and for other purposes, so that the Sen
ate may ·vote upon it. 

PETER MICHAEL EL-HIN! 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr.President-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. Does 

the Senator from Florida yield to the 
Senator from Nebraska? 

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I 
should like to have the floor in my own 
right, if the Senator from Florida [Mr. 
HOLLAND] is about to move a recess. 

Mr .. HOLLAND. For what purpose? 
Mr. WHERRY. I desire to renew the 

unanimous-consent request I made at the 
beginning of the session today, that the 
Senate proceed to the consideration of 
the bill <H. R. 6656.) for tne relief of Peter 
Michael El-Hini. I do so in behalf of the 
senior . Senator from . M~nnes~~ [Mr. , 
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T1:::YE], who is very anxious to have the 
bill passed. It has to do with the relief 
of Peter M;ichael El-Hini, who is the son 
of an American Government employee 
and a woman whom he married in Europe 
2 years ago. The parents are unable to 
bring the child into the United States 
unless he can be advanced in · the quota. 
They hope to leave on April 16. I took 
the matter up with the majority leader. 
I want to say for the benefit o_f the acting 
majority leader that the bill was passed 
by the House. It went to the Senate 
Judiciary Committee, which reported it 
unanimously. It is on the calendar, and 
it is merely a question of whether the 
Senate cares to consider it now, or later 
when the calendar is called. . 

The PRESIDENT pro . tempore. Is 
there objection to the present considera
tion of tne bill? 

Mr. HOLLAND. I have no objection. 
. I yield the floor. -

There being no objection, the bill 
<H. R. 6656) for the relief of Peter 
Michael El-Hini was considered, ordered 

· to a third reading; read the third time, 
and passed. · 

-Mr. WHERRY. - I thank the distin
guished acting majority leader for the 

. opportunity of bringing up this bil_l at 
this time. 

lina, to be United States attorney for the 
eastern district of North Carolina. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con
firmed. 

UNITED STATES MARSHAL 

The legislative clerk read the nomina
tion of Robert Grant, of Illinois, to be 

· United States marshal for the southern -
district of Illinois. 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With
out objection, the nomination is con-
firmed. -
Tha~ completes the calendar. 
Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. 'President, I ask 

· that the President be not.ified immedi
ately of all nominations conµrmed today. 

. The PRESII~EN_T Pro tempore. with
. out objection, the President will be .noti
fied forthwith. 

RECESS 

Mr. HOLLAND. As-in legislative ses
sion, I move that the Senate recess until 
12 o'clock noon tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5 
· o'clock and ·44 minutes p. m.) the Senate 
took a recess until tomorrow, Wednesday, · 

· April 12, 19'50, at 12-o'clock meridian. 

NOMINATIONS 

Executive nominations received by the 
EXECUTIVE SESSION Senate April 11 (legislative day of March . 

Mr~ HOLLAND. I move that the Sen- 29), .1950: 
ate proceed to the consideration of exec- DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE 
utive business. The following-named persons, now Foreign . 

The motion was · agreed to; and the · Service officers of class 2 and secr.etaries in 
Senate proceeded to the consideration of the diplomatic service, to be also consuls gen-
executive business. eral of the United States of America: 

George D. LaMont, of New York. 
EXEQUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED Donald W. Smith, · of the District of Co-

The PRESIDENT pro tempore laid lumbia,· 
before the Senate messages · from the The foilowing-named persons, now Foreign 
President of the United States submit- Service officers of class 3 and secretaries in 
ting sundry nominations, which were the diplomatic service, to be also consuls 
referred to the appropriate committees. general of the United .states of America. 

(For nominations this day received, Richard M. de Lambert, of New Mexico. 
d Patrick Mallon, of Ohio. 

see the end of Senate procee ings.) Evan M. Wilson, of Pennsylvania. 
The- PRESIDENT pro tempore. If Bruce R. Crooks, of New Jersey, now a Fo:i;-

there be no reports of committees, the eign Service officer of class 5 and a secretary 
clerk will state the nominations on the in the diplomatic service, to be also a consul 

· calendar. · of the United States of America. 
COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS The following-named Foreign Service sta:ff 

officers to be consuls of the United States of 
The legislative clerk read the nom- America: 

ination of John O'Keefe, of Pembina, John G. Hrones, of Massachusetts. 
N. Dak., to be collector of customs for George H. Zentz, of Minnesota. 

· customs collection district No. 34. The following-named Foreign service re-
The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- serve officers to be vice consuls of the United 

out objection, the nomination is con- States of America: 
firmed. Miss Jane Ellis, of New York. 

HAWAII Gordon P . Hagberg, of California. 
Lewis Rex Miller, of California, a Foreign 

The legislative clerk read the nom- Service reserve officer, to be a_ secret ary in the 
ination of Hon. Edward A. Towse, of diplomatic service of the United States of 
Hawaii, to be associate justice of the America. 
Supreme Court. UNITED STATE·s MARSHAL 

· The PRESIDENT-pro tempore. With- Daniel N. McEniry, of Iowa, to be United 
out objection, the nomination is con- · States marshal for the southern district of 
firmed. · Iowa, vice James J. Gillespie, term expired. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS UNITED STATES PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE 
The :following-named candidates for ap-

The legislative clerk read the nom- pointment and promotion in. the Regular 
inatiOn of John D. Hill; of Alabama, to Corps of the Public Health Service: 
be United States attorney for the north- To be surgeon (equiyalent to the Army 
ern district of Alabama. rank of major), effective date of acceptance: 

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. With- Josef J. Weisskopf 
. out objection, the nomination is · con-· To be. senior assistant sur!Jton {equivalent 
firmed. · · - to tpe .Army ra:nk of captain), effective aate 

The legislative clerk read the nomina- . of acceptanci: . . - · 
tion of ·Johri H: Manning; of North -Caro~ .. ~t,. ,Wayne s. DeWald 

XCVI--319 

To be sanitary engineer . {equivalent to the 
Army rank of major), effective date of accep
tance: 

Sylvan C. ·Martin 
To be junior assistant sanitary engineers 

{equivalent to the Army rank of second 
lieutenant), effective dat~ of acceptance: 

Roy 0. McCaldin . . 
Charles V. Wright, Jr. 
Waiter L. Dunn 
To be senior assistant sanitarians {equiva

. lent to the Army rank of captain), effective 
date of acceptance: 

Loyal C. Peckham 
Joseph· F. O'Brien · 
To be nurse officer {equivalent to the Army 

rank of major), effective date of acceptance: 
Lois E. Gordner 
Surgeo,ns .to be senior surgeons {equivalent 

to .tr~e Army rank of lieutenant colonel): 
Dorland J : Davis 
Robert L. Griffith 
Assistant surgeons to ·be senior assistant 

surgeons (equivalent to the Army rank of 
captain): 
Merlan E. DeBolt 
Victor E. Archer 
Jerold E. ·Phelps 
Charles J. · Buhrow 
Ernest G. HanoweU 

. James K. Conn 
William . H. Sage III 
Charles A. Jarvis 
David Carson 
Ben Fisher 
Ed G. Hopkins, Jr. 
Julian J. Platt 
Charles H. Lithgow 
Willi.:tm E. G~nss 

John M. Bishop, Jr. 
Robert H. Arenstam 
Lee A. Craig, Jr. 
James W. Osberg, Jr. 
John A. Pierce 
Robert L. Brutsche 
Robert D. Sullivan 
John C. Stirlifig 
Francis Chanatry 
James E.,. Hawthorne 
Norman Tarr 
James R. Lewis 
Carl F. T. Mattern 
Clifford H. Cole 

- Senior . assistant E\anitary engineer tq be 
sanitary engineer (equivalent to the Army 
rank of major), effective December 7, 1949: · 

Ray Raneri 
Assistant sanitary engineers to be senior 

assistant sanitary engineers (equivalent to . 
the Army rank of captain) : 

Ronald E: Bales 
Gerald N. McDermott .. 
Assistant pharmacist to be senior assistant 

pharmacist (equivalent to the Army rank of 
captain) : · · -

Joseph J. H,ackett 
Scientists to be senior scientists ( equiva-

lent to the Army rank of lieutenant colonel) : 
John c. Eberhart 
Jerry W. Carter, Jr. 
Assistant nurse officers to .be senior assist

ant nurse officers (equivalent· to the Army 
· rank ·of captain) : 

Dorothy G. Young 
Albina A. Bozym 

CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 
the Senate April 11 (legislative day of 
March 29), 1950: 

COLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS 
John O'Keefe to be collector of customs 

for customs collection district No. 34, with 
headquarters at Pembina, N. Dak. 

HAWAII 
Hon. Edward A. Towse to be associate jus

tice of the Supreme Court for the Territory 
of Hawaii. 

UNITED STATES ATTORNEYS 
John D. Hill to be -United States attorney 

for the northern district of Alabama. 
John H. Manning to be United States at

torney for the eastern district of North Caro-
lina. -

. UNITED STATES MARSHAL I 

· Robert Grant to be United States marshal 
tor the southern district of Illi.nois, 
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